Minority As A Majority: Does It Make A Difference? by Taylor, Terrance J.




Minority As A Majority: Does It Make A Difference? 
Terrance J. Taylor 
University of Nebraska at Omaha 
Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork 
Recommended Citation 
Taylor, Terrance J., "Minority As A Majority: Does It Make A Difference?" (1998). Student Work. 2021. 
https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/studentwork/2021 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by 
DigitalCommons@UNO. It has been accepted for 
inclusion in Student Work by an authorized administrator 
of DigitalCommons@UNO. For more information, please 
contact unodigitalcommons@unomaha.edu. 
MINORITY AS A MAJORITY: 
DOES IT MAKE A DIFFERENCE?
A Thesis
Presented to the
Department of Criminal Justice
and the
Faculty o f the Graduate College 
University o f Nebraska 
In Partial Fulfillment 
of the Requirements for the Degree 
Master of Arts 
University of Nebraska at Omaha
by




INFORMATION TO ALL U SE R S  
The quality o f this reproduction is d ependent upon the quality of the copy subm itted.
In the unlikely even t that the author did not sen d  a com plete manuscript 
and there are m issing p a g es , th e se  will be noted. A lso, if material had to be rem oved,
a note will indicate the deletion.
Dissertation Publishing
UMI EP73661
Published by ProQ uest LLC (2015). Copyright in the Dissertation held by the Author.
Microform Edition ©  ProQ uest LLC.
All rights reserved. This work is protected against 
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United S ta tes  C ode
ProQuest'
ProQ uest LLC.
78 9  East E isenhow er Parkway 
P.O. Box 1346  
Ann Arbor, Ml 4 8 1 0 6 - 1 3 4 6
ACCEPTANCE PAGE
THESIS ACCEPTANCE
Accepted for the faculty of the Graduate College, University of Nebraska, in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree Master of Arts in Criminal Justice, 
University of Nebraska at Omaha.
Committee
Name Department/School




I would like to thank the members of my committee- Dr. Finn-Aage Esbensen, Dr. 
Sam Walker, and Dr. Tom Calhoun- for their time and effort spent in developing this small 
idea into a larger Master’s thesis. Additional thanks go out to Finn for allowing me access 
to the data, an opportunity to work on the larger G.R.E.A.T. evaluation, and for sharing many 
of the secrets of successful research. Finn, you are a true mentor and friend!
Other people who are not officially recognized in this thesis also deserve thanks. Dr. 
Michelle Miller, Dr. Christine Sellers, Dr. Miriam DeLone, and Dr. Denise Herz also gave 
me additional guidance and motivation needed to get through this. Each of these professors 
took time out of their schedules to help me develop ideas, find needed material, and offer 
additional insights into the development o f this project.
Additional thanks go out to my family. Although only my parents, Jim and Maralee, 
and sisters, Chris and Dani, are mentioned here by name, our whole family has played a role. 
I would probably have not even remained in school if my family had not provided so much 
support and encouragement.
Finally, thanks to Sarah for sticking with me through all of this. I haven’t been able 
to spend all of the time with you that I would like, but I appreciate the understanding and 
support you have given me. I love you very much.
Abstract
MINORITY AS A MAJORITY:
DOES IT MAKE A DIFFERENCE?
by
Terrance J. Taylor
The relationship between race and crime has long been a primary concern of criminal 
justice researchers. Numerous studies have examined this relationship through the use of 
official statistics, self-reports, and victimization surveys. The results of these studies present 
multiple and often conflicting results. Studies examining official statistics and victimization 
data have generally found a significant difference in delinquency between White and 
minority juveniles, with minority juveniles responsible for more delinquency than White 
youth in terms of both incidence and seriousness. Self-report studies, on the other hand, have 
often found no differences between minority and White youth, or smaller differences than 
those reported in official statistics and victimization data.
One structural element which has received little attention by researchers is 
numerical minority or majority status in a community. The terms “minority” and 
“majority” are generally used to describe groups based on their relative power in a 
society, regardless of their numerical proportion in specific areas. Yet researchers have 
alluded to the potential importance of numerical minority-majority status in examinations 
of such diverse areas as homicide rates, police expenditures, and fear of crime. This 
thesis will add to the debate by examining the relationship between race and crime in
terms of numerical minority-majority status and self-reported delinquency within two 
public school districts. Three research questions are addressed. First, do African- 
American and White youth differ in terms of self-reported attitudes and behaviors? 
Secondly, if  differences do exist, does the city in which students reside have an impact? 
Finally, what role does numerical minority-majority status play?
Data used here are taken from the cross-sectional component of the National 
Evaluation of the Gang Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program, a study 
conducted by researchers from the University of Nebraska at Omaha during the Spring of 
1995. While the larger evaluation included eleven cities purposely selected to represent the 
geographic and demographic diversity of the United States, this paper will examine only two 
sites: Kansas City and Omaha which provide a unique opportunity to examine the effect of 
minority-majority status on delinquency. The cities are similar in geographic location, 
historical development, and demographic composition. The cities differ, however, in terms 
of the demographic characteristics of their public school districts; African-American students 
comprise a majority of Kansas City public school students while they constitute a minority 
in Omaha.
Findings suggests that race, city, and minority/majority status each have an 
independent impact on self-reported delinquency, but the effect of city of residence is more 
important than both race and minority/majority status. Additionally, these variables were 
much less powerful than other variables associated with social disorganization and anomie 
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The link between race and crime in the United States has long been the source of 
great debate and continues to remain a salient issue. Substantial evidence indicates that 
African-Americans are disproportionately represented at all stages of the criminal justice 
system. For example, property crime index offense arrest rates for 10-17 year old 
African-Americans were nearly twice those of White youth (Snyder and Sickmund 1995: 
116). Similarly, juvenile court statistics illustrate that African-Americans were 
represented in official delinquency proceedings at rates nearly three times those of White 
youth (Snyder and Sickmund 1995:128). Furthermore, African-American juveniles 
between the ages of 12-17 are the victims of violent offenses at rates approximately 20% 
higher than those of non-Hispanic White youth (Snyder and Sickmund 1995: 22). 
Competing explanations for these disproportionalities abound, ranging from 
disproportionate involvement in criminal activity due to biological and psychological 
traits held by African-Americans, social factors which disproportionately affect African- 
Americans and lead to greater involvement in crime/delinquency, and an emphasis on 
racial bias associated with the criminal justice system.
This thesis will add to the debate of the race-crime relationship by examining self- 
reported surveys from a sample of 1,080 eighth grade students in two Midwestern cities.
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Data are taken from the National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T., which surveyed students 
from eleven separate cities during the Spring of 1995.
I begin with a discussion of traditional theories used to explain the link between 
race and crime. I then turn to an examination of the data taken from the National 
Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. Finally, I attempt to explain the relationships found and 
discuss relevant policy issues.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Race and ethnicity traditionally have been found to be correlated with crime and 
delinquency, although competing explanations for this relationship have dominated at 
various times throughout history. Focus has oscillated between an emphasis on 
individual (micro) or societal (macro) factors in explaining the differences between racial 
and ethnic group members’ involvement in criminal and delinquent activities. While key 
theories used to explain the relationship between race and crime will be presented, it is 
important to begin with an examination of the picture of race and crime.
The three main data sources commonly used to analyze crime and delinquency are 
official statistics, self-reports surveys, and victimization surveys. These separate sources 
paint a complex picture of the relationship between race/ethnicity and crime. Official 
statistics consistently show that African-Americans are arrested at disproportionately high 
rates for nearly every type of crime while Whites are disproportionately under-represented 
in official arrest statistics. In 1994, African-American juveniles accounted for nearly 
29% of all arrests (.Maguire and Pastore 1996: Table 4.10) yet they comprised only about 
15% of the general population of youth between the ages of 0-17 (1990 census); Whites, 
while comprising nearly 80% of the general population (1990 census), accounted for only 
about 69% of all arrests {Maguire and Pastore 1996: Table 4.10). These differences are
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most striking in terms of violent crime as African-American juveniles were arrested in 
more than 50% of all cases while White juveniles were arrested in approximately 48% 
(Maguire and Pastore 1996: Table 4.10). LaFree (1995) found that arrest rates for 
African-Americans and Whites were relatively stable between 1946 and 1990 for crimes 
involving burglary, robbery, and homicide.
Official statistics, however, have several potential weaknesses which have led to 
questions about the pictures they paint. The most often cited criticism is that official 
statistics measure official responses to behavior rather than the behavior itself. In other 
words, official statistics reflect only behaviors that are known to officials and only cases 
where some official action is taken; behaviors which are undetected, as well as those 
which are handled informally, do not appear in official statistics (Hindelang et al. 1979, 
1981; O’Brien 1985). This filtering process results in an undercount of the actual level of 
crime in society. Filtering also limits the generalizability of such measures because those 
who are caught and sanctioned may not be representative of all individuals who engage in 
such behavior. Finally, official statistics often do not include pertinent information 
needed by researchers. For example, statistics of crimes known to the authorities rarely 
contain information such as race, sex, or age of offenders or victims (O’Brien 1985).
Researchers continue to recognize the importance of official statistics in the study 
of crime and delinquency. While the use of official statistics to examine minority
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involvement in illicit behavior continues as a source of great debate, researchers generally 
agree that official statistics provide more valid indicators of racial and ethnic involvement 
in crime and delinquency as the seriousness of offenses increases (e.g., Hindelang et al. 
1979, 1981; Elliott and Ageton 1980; Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997).
Self-reports were first introduced to the study of delinquency in the 1940s when 
researchers such as Porterfield (1946) suggested that a more appropriate approach would 
be to ask individuals directly whether they had engaged in a variety of activities.
However, it was not until the late 1950s and early 1960s when researchers such as Short 
and Nye (1957) reintroduced the method that self-reports truly gained a place in 
delinquency research. Self-reports have generally shown little support for the notion that 
African-Americans are disproportionately involved in crime/delinquency. Even when 
disproportionate representation is found, it is generally at a much lower rate than is 
illustrated by examinations o f official statistics. Early researchers such as Short and Nye 
(1957), Gould (1969), Hirschi (1969), and Williams and Gold (1972) found virtually no 
consistent patterns in their examinations of the relationship between race and self- 
reported delinquency.
However, there is evidence of greater minority involvement in delinquency as 
seriousness increases (Hindelang et al. 1979,1981; Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997). In 
their study of Seattle youth, Hindelang et al. (1981) found that although the ratio of self-
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reported involvement in delinquent activities for African-American and White youth was 
nearly 1:1 when all offenses were lumped together for analyses, this ratio masked 
important racial differences in terms of types of offenses. Further analyses illustrated that 
African-American youth were more likely to engage in direct contact violent offenses 
(such as aggravated assault and robbery) than Whites, while White youth were more 
likely to be involved in property offenses than African-American youth not involving 
face-to-face confrontations with victims (such as vandalism and theft).
While some researchers (e.g., Hindelang et al. 1979) have criticized early self- 
report studies for examining only relatively minor delinquent behavior, more recent 
studies such as the National Youth Survey have attempted to alleviate these concerns by 
including serious offenses in their studies. These recent studies generally have also failed 
to find significant racial differences in self-reported delinquency patterns. For example, 
examination of five years of data collected as part of the National Youth Survey found 
few significant racial differences in delinquency involvement in terms of either 
prevalence or annual incidence (Huizinga and Elliott 1987).
Self-reports also have several potential weaknesses. Problems associated with 
instrument construction and administration have been identified. As previously 
mentioned, self-report studies have been criticized for examining only minor forms of 
deviant behavior (Hindelang et al. 1979; Elliott and Ageton 1980; Huizinga and Elliott
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1987). While this may allow researchers to tap hidden levels of delinquent behavior, 
reliance on questions of minor delinquency in self-reports also prevents researchers from 
obtaining information comparable to that contained in official statistics (Hindelang et al. 
1979).
A second problem is that juveniles may provide invalid answers due to inaccurate 
recall or purposeful deception (Nye and Short 1957; Hindelang et al. 1979, 1981; 
Huizinga 1990; Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997). Thus, answers may be either over­
reported or under-reported; consequently, responses may be invalid (Huizinga 1990). A 
second problem is that, because serious deviant activity is relatively rare, large samples 
are required in order to obtain reliable estimates of small amounts of such serious 
behavior (Huizinga 1990; Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997). Self-report surveys may also 
suffer from non-response patterns where missing data may pose problems (Junger-Tas 
and Marshall 1997).
Two additional problems with self-report data are differential response and 
differential validity. Differential response refers to situations when members o f one 
group are more likely to answer than members of other groups. For example, research 
has found that higher-rate offenders may be less likely to answer self-report questions 
than are low-rate offenders (Weis 1986, as cited by Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997). 
Differential response is problematic because it reduces the sample size and may bias the
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final sample (Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997). Another problem relates to differential 
validity, which refers to situations when members of some groups are more likely to 
provide accurate responses than are members of other groups. Research comparing self- 
report responses to official school, arrest, and court records suggests that differential 
validity may pose a problem to researchers (Hindelang et al. 1981; Huizinga 1990, 
Farrington et al. 1996). The exact nature of how groups differ, however, is far from clear 
with some research finding that younger, White respondents’ answers may be more valid 
than those of older, non-White respondents (Hindelang et al. 1981; Huizinga 1990), while 
others (Farrington et al. 1996) have found that African-Americans provide more valid 
responses than do Whites.
Victimization surveys were developed as a new method of examining the levels of 
unreported crime (commonly referred to as the “dark figure”) during the late 1960s and 
early 1970s. Victimization data generally illustrate that African-Americans are 
victimized at rates much higher than White youth. National Crime Survey data from 
1994 show that of all juveniles between the ages of 12 and 15, Whites had a general 
violent crime victimization rate of 112.5 per 1,000 while the rate for African-Americans 
was 135.6 per 1,000, and the robbery victimization rate for African-Americans (20.8 per 
1,000) was more than double that of Whites (10.2 per 1,000) [Maguire and Pastore 1996: 
Table 3.9]. Victimization surveys also suffer from several potential shortcomings.
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Similar to problems associated with self-reports, respondents in victimization surveys 
may suffer problems of inaccurate recall, and large samples are needed to uncover 
reliable estimates o f relatively rare events (O’Brien 1985; Junger-Tas and Marshall 1997).
To summarize, examinations of official statistics and victimization surveys 
suggest that African-Americans are disproportionately represented in crime statistics. 
Self-report data, however, fail to support these conclusions, finding few significant 
differences between African-American and White youth. While this lack of agreement 
between data sources and recognition of the problems inherent in each source present 
important considerations for researchers, all three sources continue to be widely used in 
the study of race and crime. Having examined the data connecting race and crime, I now 
turn to the theories commonly used to explain this link.
Theories of Race and Crime
Three theoretical perspectives will be presented. I begin with a brief examination 
of eugenics and intelligence explanations. Next, I turn to Merton's (1938; 1968) theory of 
anomie. Finally, I discuss the concept of social disorganization and two of its offspring: 
control and subcultural theories.
Biological and Psychological Theories
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Between the late-19th and early-20th centuries, race was thought to be intrinsic to 
crime and delinquency. Everything about an individual-- attitudes, behaviors, and social 
status— was believed to be the result of innate characteristics. One such view was based 
on the popular theory of “eugenics," which held that all elements of a person were 
hereditary (Mennel 1973; Rafter 1988). People influential in business and politics were 
thought to have “good genes” while criminals and other social undesirables were thought 
to have “bad genes.” People’s genes also varied in terms of racial and ethnic 
characteristics (Rafter 1988). Minorities were believed to be more involved in criminal 
behavior because they had criminogenic genes.
Psychological theories of crime were also popular (Mennel 1973; Rafter 1988). 
Like biological theories, these psychological theories focused on the individual 
characteristics of offenders. Criminals were thought to be mentally defective or less 
intelligent than “normal” people. The rise in psychological explanations also included an 
increase in the availability of new tests to measure intelligence. IQ tests became a 
common measure of people’s intelligence and thus their likelihood of social success 
(Mennel 1973; Rafter 1988). Minorities were thought to have lower levels of 
intelligence. Research has consistently shown that African-Americans score lower on 
intelligence tests than do Whites (Void, Bernard and Snipes 1998:59), a finding that has 
been used to support psychological theories explaining disproportionate minority
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involvement in crime (Wilson and Hemstein 1985; Flowers 1990).
Two scholars influential in the genetics-IQ-race-crime controversy were William 
Shockley and Arthur Jensen. A Nobel Prize winning scientist speaking before the 
National Academy of Sciences during a 1967 meeting, Shockley speculated that 
genetically-determined intelligence levels may be responsible for the differences in 
poverty and crime differences between African-Americans and Whites. In 1969, Jensen 
echoed Shockley’s earlier statements and added that up to 80% of the differences in IQ 
scores is determined by genetic—rather than environmental—conditions (cited in Void, 
Bernard and Snipes 1998:59-60). Other research (e.g., Wilson and Hemstein 1985), has 
revolved around the premise that intelligence is an innate characteristic which affects 
individual behavior.
Several researchers have taken issue with biological and psychological theories of 
race and crime. Studies o f biological and psychological explanations of crime have been 
criticized for serious methodological flaws which make it difficult to untangle the effects 
of inherent characteristics from effects of environment (Mennel 1973; Rafter 1988; 
Regulus 1995). Tests used to measure intelligence have also been criticized for 
measuring socially learned skills, rather than inborn levels o f mental abilities (Void, 
Bernard and Snipes 1998).
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Sociological Theories
Beginning in the mid-20th century, new criminological theories began shifting 
focus to larger societal and community factors and their influence on individual behavior. 
These new sociological theories began focusing on elements o f the larger environment 
and their effects on behavior.
Merton (1938; 1968) is generally credited with introducing the shift from innate 
characteristics to larger societal forces in explaining deviant behavior through his anomie 
theory. Merton’s (1938; 1968) theory of anomie focused on two elements present in 
society: goals and means of achieving these goals. While some individuals can (and do) 
achieve the societal goals through legitimate means (referred to by Merton as 
conformists), others are not so fortunate. Opportunities for success may be impeded by 
several factors. For example, discrimination, lack of available jobs, or lack of education 
necessary to gain and keep jobs are examples of hurdles to economic success in 
capitalistic societies. When legitimate opportunities are blocked, thereby effectively 
preventing an individual from achieving the goals, the person ends up in a state of 
anomie, where the pressure to achieve societal goals through the use of legitimate means 
is incompatible. In response, the individual may follow one of four courses of action: 1) 
find innovative ways of achieving the goals (including crime), 2) ritualize behavior by 
rejecting the societal goals but continuing to adhere to societal means, 3) retreat from
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society by rejecting both goals and means of the larger society, or 4) rebel by rejecting 
both goals and means of the larger society and replacing them with others. Deviant 
behavior— including crime and delinquency— is viewed as a reaction to blocked 
legitimate opportunities for achieving societal goals, and criminals are individuals who 
have internalized society’s goals but have not equally internalized the commitment to 
legitimate means of achieving these goals.
Akers (1997: 119) suggests that anomie theory provides an explanation of the 
concentration of crime in the lower-class urban areas and in lower-class and minority 
groups in general. Furthermore, anomie theory helps explain the overall high crime rate 
in American society.
Yet researchers have found several problems with anomie theory. First, anomie 
theory emphasizes crime and delinquency among the lower-class and minority 
populations because they are the most deprived of legitimate opportunities. While early 
research based on official statistics found a disproportionate amount of crime and 
delinquency in lower-class and minority groups, recent self-report studies (e.g., Nye and 
Short 1957; Short and Nye 1957; Gould 1969; Williams and Gold 1972; Elliott and 
Ageton 1980; Huizinga and Elliott 1987; Brownfield 1986) have raised serious questions 
about this distribution of delinquency.
A second criticism of anomie theory relates to its testability. Most research based
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on anomie theory is not presented as a direct test of the theory, and no existing research 
provides a direct measure of Merton's (1938; 1968) theory of anomie as defined as the 
conflict between cultural goals and society's prescribed means of achieving those goals. 
As of yet, no structural version of anomie has received substantial empirical support 
(Akers 1997).
A related criticism of anomie theory relates to the operationalization of the 
anomie constructs. Akers (1997:130) suggests that anomie theory may be measured on 
an individual basis using social-psychological variants of anomie theory. According to 
Akers, individuals in anomic situations should recognize the conflicts between socially 
prescribed goals and legitimate means of attaining these goals. Akers suggests that 
appropriate social-psychological variables used in such a test of anomie theory should 
directly measure the differences between an individual's aspirations (what one hopes to 
achieve in life) and expectations (what an individual believes is realistically possible to 
achieve). Using this model, anomie theory would hypothesize that the probability of 
criminal activity would be directly related to the discrepancy between aspirations and 
expectations. Yet Akers acknowledges there is little support for this hypothesis, noting 
that substantial research (e.g., Hirschi 1969; Liska 1971; Burton and Cullen 1992) has 
found little difference between the delinquent behavior of youth who perceive a great 
discrepancy between their educational or occupational aspirations and their expectations
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and youth who have low or high aspirations, regardless of the level of their expectations.
Yet other researchers argue that anomie theory is a strictly structural theory and 
individual level tests o f the theory are misguided at best. Messner (1988) and Bernard 
(1987a; 1987b) argue that anomie theory applies only to structural conditions (such as 
social organization) and do not directly predict anything about individual behavior. Thus, 
examining the structural correlates of crime (such as class, poverty, inequality, and 
heterogeneity of areas) is the only proper test of the theory. Under this model the findings 
on structural correlates o f crime may be viewed as consistent with anomie theory as a 
number of macro-level studies testing the effects of city, region, and state crime rates of 
such structural factors such as class, poverty, inequality, unemployment, family 
instability, and racial heterogeneity have been conducted, with some finding fairly strong 
effects of these structural variables on crime rates (Akers 1997; Void, Bernard, and 
Snipes 1998).
Another sociological theory used to explain the link between race and crime was 
developed by Shaw and McKay (1969), who examined the official records of all youth 
referred to the juvenile court in Chicago over a 33 year period. They then plotted the 
residential addresses o f these youths throughout the city. These data illustrated that the 
distribution of delinquents around the city fit a systematic pattern. The rates of 
delinquency in the lower-class neighborhoods were highest near the inner city and
16
decreased outwardly toward the more affluent areas. Rates of social problems such as 
adult crime, drug addiction, alcoholism, prostitution, and mental illness followed the 
same distribution patterns as rates of official juvenile delinquency.
While residents of these transitional areas were mostly members of racial and 
ethnic minority groups, Shaw and McKay (1969) did not believe that it was simply racial 
or ethnic group membership causing these problems. Rather, they asked what it was 
about the community structures and cultures that produced differential rates of 
delinquency (Hawkins, Laub and Lauritsen 1998). Their dismissal of theories proposing 
that crime was the result of biological or psychological factors was based on three key 
findings. First, inner city neighborhoods maintained relatively high rates of delinquency 
over decades, even as the racial and ethnic components of these changed (Akers 1997; 
Hawkins, Laub and Lauritsen 1998). While approximately 90 percent of area residents 
were of German, Irish, English, Scottish, or Scandinavian descent in 1884, by 1930 
approximately 85 percent o f the population was Czech, Italian, Polish, Slavic; yet these 
eight areas continued to have some of the highest delinquency rates in the city (Vold, 
Bernard and Snipes 1998). Secondly, the crime rates o f other areas of the city did not 
dramatically change as former residents of transitional zones moved away from the 
central cities (Hawkins, Laub and Lauritsen 1998). Finally, rates of delinquency 
decreased for each racial or ethnic group as the distance from the inner city neighborhood
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increased (Akers 1997; Hawkins, Laub and Lauritsen 1998).
To examine delinquency patterns in the city, Shaw and McKay (1969) turned to 
earlier studies such as those o f Park et al. (1928). These early social disorganization 
theorists viewed communities as being divided into concentric zones. These zones were 
separate and easily identified by both the orientation of the neighborhood and the people 
who resided there. Central areas of the city were characterized by business and industrial 
areas with few residential pockets. Moving away from the central part of the city, areas 
became more residential, more affluent, and more homogeneous (Shaw and McKay 
1969).
City areas bordering the central city were seen as “transitional” zones, 
characterized by physical decay, poor housing, incomplete and broken families, high rates 
of illegitimate births, and an unstable, heterogeneous population. Residents had low 
income, little education, and high levels of unemployment. The physical decay of local 
buildings and high concentration of pollutants made these areas undesirable to middle 
class persons, but the low-rent housing and close proximity to jobs were attractive to new 
immigrants and economically disadvantaged people. Lack of financial resources 
precluded residents from property upkeep. Residents often rented rather than owned their 
housing units and thus had less personal stake in the property upkeep, leading to further 
decay (Shaw and McKay 1969).
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Because of the racial and ethnic diversity, these areas were also characterized by 
competing value systems as each group brought elements of their own culture. Unlike 
youth in racially and ethnically homogenous middle-class communities, youth in socially 
disorganized areas were exposed to competing value systems and were not subjected to 
the traditional methods of social control. While youth in middle-class communities 
received stable messages which reinforced the common ideals of neighborhood residents, 
youth in socially disorganized areas were bombarded by various forces which were 
sometimes incompatible. School— a means of upward mobility for middle-class 
individuals—  was not all that attractive to children in socially disorganized areas because 
education was a foreign concept to many of the new immigrants. The school facilities 
themselves were often in a state of physical decay and economic reasons forced many 
children to work to help support their families. While children’s earnings were needed, 
there were few legitimate jobs available to youth in these neighborhoods. In some cases, 
delinquency even may have been supported by families of disorganized areas because 
such activities provided much needed income. This disenchantment with conventional 
society, coupled with a lack o f legitimate opportunities allowed juvenile residents to 
“hang out” with their peers. The increased free time resulted in more time to be involved 
in any behavior, including delinquency (Shaw and McKay 1969).
Social disorganization theory is not without its critics. First, the concept of social
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disorganization is hard to operationalize* Often the research does not carefully define 
what is meant by "social disorganization" (Liska 1993; Komhauser 1978; Bursik 1988) 
Even when the concept of social disorganization is clearly defined, high rates of crime in 
an area are often used as indicators of disorganization within a community, thus 
presenting a tautological argument (Bursik 1988).
Furthermore, only a minority of residents are involved in crime, even in the most 
disorganized of areas (Akers 1997). In Shaw and McKay's (1969) study only about 20 
percent of the youth were actually involved with the court even in the worst 
neighborhoods (Void, Bernard and Snipes 1998). This indicates that other confounding 
factors must also be present.
Finally, recent research has failed to support Shaw and McKay's (1969) findings. 
For example, in examining Chicago crime rates Bursik and Webb (1982) found that 
patterns of delinquency changed after 1950 and that demographic changes of 
neighborhoods (e.g., the increased proportion of African-Americans living in an areas) 
were responsible for much of the change in delinquency rates.
However, social disorganization theories of crime persevere. Bursik (1988), who 
has devoted much attention to the resurgence of social disorganization theory in recent 
times, has suggested that social disorganization theory does have merit when used to 
explain the mechanisms of social control in an area.
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Akers (1997) suggests that research used to support anomie theory is also 
consistent with social disorganization theory, because the variables included in the 
research are very similar to those measured at the local community or neighborhood level 
in research on social disorganization theory. Hawkins (1995) argues that social 
disorganization theory is one of the most adept at explaining the link between race and 
crime, and Hawkins, Laub and Lauritsen (1998: 46, footnote 9) conclude "social 
disorganization and accompanying weak informal social controls within the 
neighborhood still appear to be a viable explanation" of the relationship between race and 
crime.
Several outgrowths of social disorganization theory may be seen. Two theories 
relevant to the race and crime debate which owe their roots to early social disorganization 
theory involve the notions of subcultures and social control (Komhauser 1978; Simcha- 
Fagan and Schwartz 1986; Bursik 1988).
Subcultural theories of crime suggest that some groups in communities share 
values which differ from those of the larger society. Researchers such as Miller (1958) 
have argued that different groups in society share values differing from those of 
mainstream America. Individuals o f low socioeconomic status and members of minority 
groups were thought to share value-like “focal concerns” which differed from 
“traditional” middle class values. Specifically, lower class individuals were believed to
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place emphasis on six major areas: trouble (getting away with law violations), toughness 
(physical prowess exhibited through strength, endurance and athletic skill), smartness (the 
ability to outsmart or trick others), excitement (or thrill), fate (being lucky or unlucky), 
and autonomy (independence from external controls). While possessing these traits 
helped individuals gain and maintain status within the smaller reference group, strong 
commitment to these focal concerns also led lower class individuals into conflict with a 
society oriented around middle-class values.
More recently, some scholars have argued that some members of minority groups 
(predominantly poor, male, African-Americans) are involved in a “subculture of 
violence” (Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1967). The unique historical experiences of African- 
Americans (i.e., slavery and a legacy of racial discrimination) is presumed to have led 
them to adopt a set of values relatively conducive to violent behavior (Messner 1983).
The subculture of violence thesis proposed by Wolfgang and Farracuti (1967) has been 
used to examine the disproportionate involvement of African-American males in violent 
crimes and has been described as M[o]ne of the most influential explanations for the social 
distribution of homicide in the United States" (Messner 1983: 997). Yet research 
examining the African-American subculture of violence thesis is lacking, and that which 
exists has not demonstrated that African-Americans are involved in such a subculture 
(Cao, Adams and Jensen 1997).
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Another recent variation of subcultural theory to gain popularity is Wilson’s 
(1987) “underclass”. Wilson (1987) argues that processes such as discrimination, 
economic pressures, and the flight of Whites out of inner cities has left a group of 
residents who are chronically unemployed and perpetually welfare-dependent. This 
results in an increased concentration of individuals who have little chance of integrating 
into the larger society.
A second key theory to develop out of the work of early social disorganization 
theories is control theory (Komhauser 1978; Simcha-Fagan and Schwartz 1986; Bursik 
1988). Hirschi’s (1969) social bonding theory is one of the most often used theories in 
criminology and the theory most often referenced concerning social control mechanisms 
(Akers 1997). Social bonding theory suggests that anyone has the potential to commit 
crime and society provides many opportunities to do so. While most people are tempted 
to break laws at times, control theory argues that people who have strong bonds to 
legitimate social institutions (such as religious organizations, families, or education) 
refrain from such behavior because criminal behavior could threaten their status in 
legitimate social institutions. Criminals, however, are more likely to engage in delinquent 
behavior because they are less bonded to legitimate social institutions. Unlike subcultural 
theories, social control theories presume the existence of a common value system in 
society (Hirschi 1969).
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Hirschi’s (1969) theory involves four principal elements: attachment, 
commitment, involvement, and belief. Attachment refers to our identification with other 
individuals and our desire for their support. The more attached an individual is, the less 
likely he is to engage in crime (Hirschi 1969:17-19). Commitment deals with the 
investment an individual has made in conventional behavior. Individuals who have 
invested much time and effort in conventional activities (such as through education or an 
occupation) are viewed as less likely to engage in deviant behavior because they have 
much to lose (Hirschi 1969:20-21). Involvement refers to participation in conventional 
activities. The assumption is that an individual involved in conventional activities is too 
busy to engage in delinquent behavior (Hirschi 1969:22). Belief refers to the acceptance 
of society’s norms and values (Hirschi 1969:23-26). Hirschi maintains that people 
believe in the common values o f society even as the individual is violating those rules; 
however, this apparent contradiction is explained as evidence that the individual’s bonds 
to society are not strong (Hirschi 1969: 26).
Control theory has also been criticized. Akers (1997) suggests that Hirschi’s 
concept of attachment may be too simple. For example, while Hirschi (1969) argued that 
attachment to any peers— even if  they were involved in delinquent activities— would 
decrease an individual’s likelihood of engaging in delinquent behavior. In Hirschi's view, 
then, it was the process of attachment to peers— not the nature of the attachment— which
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is important in delinquency research. Other researchers (e.g., Burgess and Akers 1966), 
however, have found that the nature of the attachment is important; specifically, 
attachment to deviant peers increases an individual's involvement in delinquency.
Minority/Majority Status
One structural element which has received little attention by researchers is 
numerical minority or majority status in a community. The terms “minority” and 
“majority” are generally used to describe groups based on their relative power in a 
society, regardless of their numerical proportion in specific areas.
Blalock (1967) alluded to these very issues in examination of minority group 
relations and suggested that a slightly different approach be taken. Blalock hypothesized 
that as the relative size of a racial or ethnic group in a community increases, the more of a 
threat (in terms of both economics and power) they are deemed by the dominant majority 
group. In response to this perceived threat, the majority group is motivated to 
discriminate against the minority group in an effort to keep them in a subordinate 
position. As the relative numerical proportion of the minority group increases, it 
eventually reaches a tipping point where the levels of discrimination actually decrease. 
Thus, Blalock was able to combine the use of the terms “minority” and “majority” to 
describe both the power differentials between societal groups with the numerical minority
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or majority status of those groups in an area to explain the levels o f discrimination 
existing in communities.
Researchers have modified Blalock’s hypothesis for use in a variety of settings. 
Blalock’s threat hypothesis has been examined and generally supported through the study 
of community fear of crime, case processing and police expenditure patterns, and juvenile 
victimization experiences, all of which are theoretically tied to the threat-discrimination 
hypothesis. Research from each of these areas is examined in detail below to present a 
general understanding of Blalock’s hypothesis.
Fear of crime has been the primary medium used to examine the validity of 
Blalock’s threat hypothesis. Covington and Taylor (1991) raised the possibility that 
minority status per se is consequential to fear of crime. In their examination of Baltimore 
residents, they found that residents of neighborhoods which were at least 90% African- 
American were more fearful than others regardless of criminal victimization experience. 
Furthermore, they found that fear of crime was highest among members of groups who 
were racial minorities in those areas. Unfortunately, separate results for African- 
Americans and Whites were not reported.
Chiricos et al. (1997) used interviews of 1,850 Tallahassee, Florida, adults to 
examine the impact of numerical minority/majority status on their fear of crime. These 
researchers found that fear of crime among Whites increased consistently as the
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percentage of African-Americans in the neighborhood was perceived to increase and the 
highest levels of fear were reported by residents in neighborhoods with a African- 
American majority. Findings for African-Americans were less clear. Neighborhoods 
perceived to be predominantly White (less than 25% black) invoked the highest levels of 
fear; fear then dropped slightly as African-American became a substantial minority (26%- 
50% African-American); fear among African-American respondents increased slightly as 
African-Americans achieved majority status (more than 50% African-American); and 
peaked in neighborhoods with a substantial majority (90% or more) of African-American 
residents at a level nearly as high as in predominantly White neighborhoods. When 
multivariate analyses were used, the only significant effect of racial composition was that 
White respondents reported higher levels of fear when living in neighborhoods perceived 
to be more than 50% African-American. African-American respondents were not more 
likely to be fearful of crime when living in predominantly African-American 
neighborhoods, while African-Americans living in predominantly White neighborhoods 
had slightly elevated (statistically non-significant) levels of fear.
While the effect of minority/majority status was not a focus o f Block's (1979) 
research, some findings suggest the possibility of such a relationship. Examining official 
data of homicide, robbery, and aggravated assault in Chicago, Block found that 16 
community areas which were predominantly (75% or more) African-American had
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homicide rates more than double the 47 areas with fewer than 25% African-American 
residents. Race continued to be a key correlate of crime rates even when other factors 
were controlled. While Block’s findings were not entirely consistent with Blalock’s, they 
suggest that the size o f the minority population influences crime rates.
Two additional areas— case processing and police expenditures— have been 
identified by researchers as mediums for the study o f Blalock’s discrimination hypothesis. 
In a study examining the effect of race on juvenile case processing in nine separate law 
enforcement agencies, Wordes and Bynum (1995) found that African-Americans were 
disproportionately represented in police case files in nearly every jurisdiction and that the 
extent o f over-representation varied between cities with large African-American 
populations and those with small African-American populations. Over-representation 
was greatest in those communities with small black populations and virtually non-existent 
in cities with large African-American populations (1995:52).
Jackson (1989) found that police expenditures in United States cities during 1970s 
were influenced by the proportion of minority group members in those communities. 
Specifically, direct correlations were found between minority group size and police 
budgets. These effects were strongest in large, Southern cities. Jackson concluded that 
minority group size was seen as threatening to majority group members, particularly in 
areas with a history of racial tensions and areas where informal social control
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mechanisms had deteriorated. In this way, Jackson developed a theoretical model by 
combining social disorganization theory, subcultural theory, and conflict theory to expand 
upon Blalock’s original hypothesis as it applies to elements o f social control resources.
Victimization experiences have also been examined in terms of Blalock’s 
hypothesis. Victimization experiences of minority group members, the reasoning goes, 
should be directly related to the proportional representation of that group in the area 
population. If the proportion of minority representation in the population is small, their 
victimization experiences should be few because they do not pose much of a threat to the 
dominant majority group. As the proportion of the minority population increases, 
however, the number of victimization experiences should also increase as they are 
deemed more of a threat to the majority group. The 1978 Safe School Study (cited in 
Baker et al.1989) sponsored by the National Institute of Education found no differences in 
total victimization rates between ethnic groups, but did find that racial/ethnic minority 
students were at greater risk than Whites of experiencing serious types of victimization 
(e.g., assault and robbery). However, when the researchers examined the effect of 
numerical minority/majority status on victimization rates, they found that students from 
any ethnic background (including Whites) had an elevated risk of victimization when 
they were members of the numerical minority group within a given student body.
Other researchers have unveiled a more complex relationship between numerical
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minority-majority status and victimization rates. Using victimization data obtained from 
questionnaires completed by 1,272 Los Angeles high school students, Baker et al. (1989) 
found significant differences in victimization rates between ethnic groups depending on 
numerical minority/majority status. Although numerical minority-majority status was 
related to neither in-school theft victimization nor in-school violent victimization when 
all ethnic groups were collapsed, relationships did reach significance in some cases when 
analyses were broken down between ethnic groups and crimes. In terms of both in-school 
theft and violent victimization, Whites were found to have significantly lower rates when 
they were a numerical majority and a nearly significant higher rate when the numerical 
minority. African-American students showed significantly higher victimization rates only 
in terms of in-school violent victimization when they were the numerical majority group; 
analyses o f numerical minority group violent victimization rates revealed similar patterns. 
Although differences failed to reach statistical significance, Baker et al. (1989) note that 
African-Americans showed comparatively lower rates o f victimization when they were 
the numerical minority, while the rates for Whites were greater (Baker et al. 1989:331 - 
333).
Other areas have also been examined. Using Uniform Crime Report homicide 
figures from 204 SMSAs during 1969-71, Messner (1983) found that having a large 
African-American population has an effect on the homicide rate, independent of poverty
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variables. Messner's data suggests that the homicide rate may actually decline after the 
size of the minority population exceeds a certain point, a noted consistency with Blalock's 
(1967) hypothesis. As Messner writes:
"A theoretical explanation for the curvilinear pattern implied by a second-degree 
polynomial might draw upon Blalock's theory of minority group relations. Blalock (1967, 
pp. 143-89) hypothesizes that the motivation to discriminate is likely to be a curvilinear 
function of the minority percentage with the exact shape of the curve depending on the 
nature of the threat to the dominant group. The threat of competition, Blalock argues, 
produces a situation wherein the motivation to discriminate is positively related to 
minority size but with a decreasing slope. If the homicide rate is responsive to racial 
discrimination, then Blalock's theory would explain the tendency for the homicide rate to 
level off as the percent black increases. It might then be argued that, once the minority 
reaches a certain size, it is able to resist discriminatory practices, thereby promoting a 
decline in the homicide rate" (Messner 1983:1003-1004, footnote 10).
The preceding research summaries may be seen as advancing three competing 
guidelines for examining the link between race and crime. First, do racial groups engage 
in differing levels of crime and delinquency? Secondly, does the residential city context 
have an effect on this race-crime relationship? Finally, does a group’s numerical 
minority/majority status have an effect on the relationship? The purpose of this thesis is 
to examine these three questions.
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THEORETICAL MODEL
This thesis takes a social-psychological approach to the study of race and crime 
through a combination of elements drawn from social disorganization and anomie 
theories. The effect of a respondent’s race, city o f residence, and numerical 
minority/majority status on his or her level and character of delinquency are examined.
As previously illustrated, race is commonly correlated with crime. Much of the 
existing research suggests that African-Americans are disproportionately involved in 
delinquency. Furthermore, because most crime is intra-racial, African-Americans are 
disproportionately victimized in these events. Based on previous research (e.g., 
Hindelang et al. 1979, 1981; Elliott and Ageton 1980; Maguire and Pastore 1996) I 
expect that African-Americans will report more total delinquency, property offenses, 
person offenses, and victimization experiences than Whites.
Various elements of urban life have been linked to delinquency. City level data 
provided in the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reports (Maguire and 
Pastore 1996) show that the modified 1991 index crime rates in Kansas City were higher 
than in Omaha. If these official data are valid, we can assume that Kansas City students 
will report higher levels of total delinquency, property offenses, person offenses, and 
victimization experiences than Omaha students.
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Numerical minority or majority status in a community has also been linked to 
crime. As noted before, Blalock (1967) was one of the first researchers to note the role 
that numerical minority or majority status in a community may affect the crime rate. He 
proposed that increased minority group size leads to discriminatory treatment by majority 
group members toward minority group members. Such discrimination results in the 
subordination o f minority group members as illustrated through adverse social conditions 
such as segregation in disorganized neighborhoods and high rates o f unemployment. 
These conditions may lead minority group members to engage in delinquent behavior out 
of financial motivation, frustration, or cultural considerations. These understandings lead 
to the hypothesis that members of the numerical minority group will report more total 
delinquency, property offenses, person offenses, and victimization than majority group 
members.
Other variables, however, may impact the effects of race, city, or numerical 
minority/majority status on delinquency and victimization. These variables may have 
either a mediating or enhancing effect on delinquent behavior. Ten additional variables 
derived from social disorganization and anomie theories have been included in this 
model.
In this model, a negative school environment is felt to influence students’ 
delinquent behavior and victimization. I expect that students who hold negative
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perceptions of their school environment will engage in more delinquency than students 
who hold positive perceptions of their school environments.
Control theory suggests that strong commitment to school should reduce levels of 
delinquency because the student feels he or she has “too much to lose” by engaging in 
such behavior. I expect that students who are less committed to school will engage in 
more delinquency than students who are more committed to school.
According to anomie theory, students who see potential roadblocks to their future 
educational endeavors may turn to delinquent behavior out of frustration or a lack of 
legitimate opportunities. I expect that students who see more blockages to future 
educational opportunities will engage in more delinquency than students who do not see 
such limitations.
An individual’s identification with a culture may impact his or her delinquency in 
a variety of ways. If the culture supports such delinquent behavior, the student is 
provided with opportunities and support for engaging in his or her own delinquent 
behavior. Furthermore, a strong sense of cultural identity may lead to conflict with the 
larger culture. I expect that students who have a strong sense of cultural identity will 
engage in more delinquency than other students.
Anomie theory suggests that isolation from society may be conducive to 
delinquency. Individuals who are isolated from society may experience greater feelings
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of alienation than individuals who are well integrated into society. This alienation may 
then lead the individual to “strike out” against the society which has ignored him or her. I 
expect that students who are socially isolated will engage in more delinquency that 
students who are socially integrated.
Research has found that individuals who are in subordinate positions in society 
will have low levels o f self-esteem. Delinquency may be one way for individuals to 
increase their self-esteem because such behavior allows them to fit in with other 
delinquents (Rosenberg and Rosenberg 1978). Based on these findings, I expect that 
students with low levels of self-esteem will engage in more delinquency than students 
with higher levels of self-esteem.
Differential association theory suggests that association with delinquent peers 
enhances delinquency (Burgess and Akers 1966). I expect that the more delinquent peer 
associations a student has, the more delinquency in which he or she will engage.
Additionally, three control variables are included in the following model. 
Delinquency and victimization may be impacted by a student’s gender, age, and living 
arrangements. I assume that older males from non-intact families will engage in more 
delinquency and experience more victimization than other students.
Figure I illustrates this model.
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Figure 1 About Here
36
METHODS
Data used in this thesis are taken from the National Evaluation of the Gang 
Resistance Education and Training (G.R.E.A.T.) program. During the spring semester of 
the 1994-95 academic year, 5,935 eighth grade students in eleven cities across the United 
States were surveyed by researchers aimed at uncovering students’ self-reported 
delinquency, victimization experiences, and attitudes about a wide array of phenomenon.
Site Selection
Sites were purposively selected to be part of the larger National Evaluation of 
G.R.E.A.T. based on a three-tier criterion system: program existence, geographic 
diversity, and demographic diversity (Esbensen and Osgood 1997). Only school districts 
which had implemented the G.R.E.A.T. program during the 1993-94 academic year were 
considered for inclusion in the evaluation. Potential sites were selected from the forty- 
one states which, according to training data, had G.R.E.A.T.-trained officers at the time 
the evaluation was initiated. Contact with several police departments, however, revealed 
a lack of consistency in terms of program implementation in the different cities: some 
cities had instructed all eighth-grade students, others none, and some had instructed 
varying percentages of the eighth-grade population. In order to create comparable
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comparison groups, the National Evaluation restricted potential sites to those in which at 
least 25% of eighth graders had received G.R.E.A.T. during the 1993-94 school year.
Potential sites were also screened for geographic and population diversity. For 
example, because the G.R.E.A.T. program was developed by law enforcement agencies in 
the greater-Phoenix area, agencies in the southwestern United States were most likely to 
have implemented the program. To ensure geographic diversity in the National 
Evaluation, however, many of these Southwestern cities were purposely excluded from 
the potential selection pool. Similarly, potential sites were screened in terms of 
population size and urban, suburban, and rural characteristics. The final sample of 5,935 
students included in the National Evaluation of G.R.E.A.T. came from Kansas City, 
Missouri; Las Cruces, New Mexico; Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Omaha, Nebraska; Orlando, 
Florida; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Phoenix, Arizona; Pocatello, Idaho; Providence, 
Rhode Island; Torrance, California; and Will County, Illinois.
Passive consent procedures were used in all sites except Torrance, California.1. 
Under passive consent procedures, consent forms were sent home with all eighth grade 
students and parents/guardians were asked to return forms only if students were not 
allowed to participate in the survey. This passive consent procedure resulted in the denial
1 Active parental consent was required in Torrance, California. Active consent 
procedures require that all parents must return a form indicating whether they allow their 
child to participate in the study. For a further discussion of the methods and implications
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of participation for less than 1% of the total sample. All eighth grade students who had 
not returned a passive consent form and who were in attendance during the day 
researchers visited a school were surveyed.
Data used in this thesis are taken from only two sites: Kansas City and Omaha. 
These sites were chosen because they provide a unique opportunity to examine the effect 
of minority-majority status on delinquency. While the cities are similar in geographic 
location, historical development, and racial composition, they differ in terms of the racial 
composition of their public school districts as African-American students are a numerical 
majority in Kansas City and a minority in Omaha. For ease of analyses, the data were 
further restricted to include only the 1,080 students who reported being either 
“White/Anglo, not-Hispanic” or “Black/African-American.”
Instrument & Administration
The instrument used in this study consists of an anonymous questionnaire in 
which students were asked to provide information on demographics, attitudes, and 
behaviors. While the primary goal of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the 
G.R.E.A.T. program, questions designed to elicit information about a wide variety of 
relevant issues such as school environment and family relationships as well as questions
of active consent procedures, see Esbensen et al. (1996).
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to allow for theory testing were also included. Several of these issues will be utilized for 
this thesis.
All eighth-grade students who had not been de-selected through passive consent 
procedures and who were present in eighth-grade classrooms on the day researchers 
visited the schools were asked to participate in the survey. Surveys were administered to 
students in classroom sessions in which one researcher read the questions out loud while 
at least one other researcher patrolled the room to help maintain order and answer 
students’ questions. Prior to filling out the surveys, students were advised that survey 
participation was voluntary and that their answers would remain anonymous.
Measures
Eleven scales were created for use in the following analyses. These scales 
included three behavioral scales for crimes against person, crimes against property, and 
total delinquency; one victimization scale; six attitudinal scales for school environment, 
school commitment, limited educational opportunities, cultural identity, social isolation, 
and self-esteem; and one scale of peer delinquency.
Behavioral Scales
The total self-reported delinquency scale included seventeen items representing a
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wide range of behavior. Items used in this scale were also broken into sub-scales for 
crimes against property and person (indicated in parentheses). For the following 
questions, students were asked to answer whether they had ever done them [“(1) no (2) 
yes”] and if yes, how many times they had done them in the last 12 months.
"Skipped classes without an excuse?"
"Lied about your age to get into some place or to buy something?"
"Avoided paying for things such as movies, bus or subway rides?"
"Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you?"
"Carried a hidden weapon for protection?'
"Illegally spray painted a wall or a building?"
"Stolen or tried to steal something worth less than $50?" (PROPERTY)
"Stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50?" (PROPERTY)
"Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal something?” (PROPERTY) 
"Stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle?" (PROPERTY)
"Hit someone with the idea of hurting them?" (PERSON)
"Attacked someone with a weapon?" (PERSON)
"Used a weapon or force to get money or things from people?" (PERSON)
"Been involved in gang fights?"
"Shot at someone because you were told to by someone else?" (PERSON)
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"Sold marijuana?"
"Sold other illegal drugs such as heroin, cocaine, crack or LSD?"
Victimization Scale
Victimization Experiences:
Students were asked to answer whether they had ever experienced them [“(1) no 
(2) yes”] and if yes, how many times they had experienced them in the last 12 months: 
“Been hit by someone trying to hurt you?”
“Had someone use a weapon or force to get money or things from you?”
“Been attacked by someone with a weapon or by someone trying to seriously hurt 
or kill you?”
“Had some of your things stolen from you?”
Attitudinal Scales
School Environment:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neither 
Agree nor Disagree (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree” to the following questions aimed at 
gauging students’ perceptions of their schools:
“There is a lot of gang activity at my school.”
“Students get along well with each other at my school.”
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“There are a lot of fights between different groups at my school.”
“Students beat up teachers.”
“There is a lot of racial conflict between students at my school.”
“I feel safe at my school.”
“I feel safe in the neighborhood around my school.”
“There is a lot of pressure to join gangs at my school.”
“There are gang fights at my school.”
The higher the score, the more negatively the student perceived the school 
environment. Cronbach’s alpha for the school environment scale was .74, the mean 2.8, 
and the standard deviation 0.60.
School Commitment:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neither 
Agree nor Disagree (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree” to the following questions aimed at 
gauging students’ commitment to education:
“Homework is a waste of time.”
“I try hard in school.”
“Education is so important that it’s worth it to put up with things about school that 
I don’t like.”
“In general, I like school.”
“Grades are very important to me.”
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“I usually finish my homework.”
“If you had to choose between studying to get a good grade on a test or going out 
with your friends, which would you do?”
The higher the score, the more committed a student is to school. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the school commitment scale was .81, the mean 3.53, and the standard deviation 
0.80.
Limited Educational Opportunities:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neither
Agree nor Disagree (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree” to the following questions aimed at
gauging students’ perceptions of future educational roadblocks:
“I probably won’t be able to do the kind of work that I want to do because I won’t 
have enough education.”
“A person like me has a pretty good chance of going to college.”
“I won’t be able to finish high school because my family will want me to get a 
job.”
“I’ll never have enough money to go to college.”
The higher the score, the more potential blockages to educational opportunities a 
student sees. Cronbach’s alpha for the limited educational opportunities scale was .67,
2 The response categories for this question were: (1) Definitely go with friends (2) 
Probably go with friends (3) Uncertain (4) Probably study (5) Definitely study.
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the mean 1.90, and the standard deviation 0.75.
Cultural Identity:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neither
Agree nor Disagree (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree” to the following questions aimed at
gauging students’ identity with other members of their cultural background:
“I have a strong sense of belonging to my own ethnic group.”
“If I were to be bom all over again, I would want to be bom into a different ethnic 
group from the one I belong to.”
“I sometimes feel that I don’t belong to any ethnic group.”
I feel good about my cultural or ethnic background.”
The higher the score, the more a student identifies with his or her culture. 
Cronbach’s alpha for the cultural identity scale was .61, the mean 3.78, and the standard 
deviation 0.73.
Social Isolation:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Strongly Disagree (2) Disagree (3) Neither 
Agree nor Disagree (4) Agree (5) Strongly Agree” to the following questions aimed at 
gauging students’ feelings of isolation from society :
“Even though there are lots of students around, I often feel lonely at school.” 
“Sometimes I feel lonely when I’m with my friends.”
“Sometimes I feel lonely when I’m with my family.”
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The higher the score, the more isolated the student is from society. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the social isolation scale was 0.67, the mean 2.48, and the standard deviation 
0.92.
Self-Esteem:
Students were asked to answer “(1) Almost Never (2) Not too Often (3) About 
Half the Time (4) Often (5) Almost Always” for the following questions aimed at 
measuring their self-esteem:
“I am a useful person to have around.”
“I feel that I am a person of worth, at least as much as others.”
“As a person, I do a good job these days.”
“I am able to do things as well as most other people.”
“I feel good about myself.”
“When I do a job, I do it well.”
The higher the score, the higher a student’s level of self-esteem. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the self-esteem scale was .82, the mean 4.05, and the standard deviation 0.71.
Association Scales
Peer delinquency:
Students were asked to answer “(1) None of them (2) Few of them (3) Half of them
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(4) Most of them (5) All of them” for the following questions aimed at measuring the 
delinquent activities o f their peers within the previous 12 months:
“Skipped school without an excuse?”
“Lied, disobeyed, or talked back to adults such as parents, teachers, or others?” 
“Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to them?”
“Stolen something worth less than $50?”
“Stolen something worth more than $50?”
“Gone into or tried to go into a building to steal something?”
“Stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle?”
“Hit someone with the idea of hurting them?”
“Attacked someone with a weapon?”
“Used a weapon or force to get money or things from people?”
The higher the score, the more a student is associated with delinquent peers. 





Kansas City is a city of approximately 435,000 residents encompassing an area in 
northeastern Kansas and northwestern Missouri. 48% of these residents were male and 
52% were female. 65% were non-Hispanic Whites, 30% were African-Americans, and 
5% were members of other racial or ethnic groups. In 1990 17% of all Kansas City 
residents were between the ages of 5 and 17 years of age. The median age of Kansas City 
residents was 33. In 1989 12% of Kansas City households had incomes below the 
poverty level (1990 Census). The modified 1991 crime index rate for Kansas City, 
Missouri, was 58,374 (Maguire and Pastore 1992: Table 3.129)3.
Omaha is a mid-sized city of approximately 336,000 located in eastern Nebraska. 
48% of these residents were male and 52% were female. 82% were non-Hispanic 
Whites, 13% were African-Americans, and 5% were members of other racial or ethnic 
groups. In 1990 18% of all Omaha residents were between the ages of 5 and 17 years of 
age. The median age of Omaha residents was 32. In 1989 10% of all Omaha household 
incomes were below the poverty level (1990 Census). The modified 1991 crime index
3 Due to the practice of the Omaha Police Department to not report crime figures to the 
FBI’s Uniform Crime Reports in recent years, 1992 data was the most current available.
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rate for Omaha, Nebraska, was 24,219 (Maguire and Pastore 1992: Table 3.129/
The School Districts
During the 1994-95 academic year, 69% of all Kansas City, Missouri, public 
school students were African-American, 24% were non-Hispanic Whites, and 7% were 
members of other racial or ethnic groups. 68% of all students in the district were on free 
lunch programs (Kansas City Public Schools 1995).
During the 1994-95 academic year, 6,741 total students were enrolled in junior 
high schools in the Omaha Public School District. Of these, 62% were non-Hispanic 
Whites, 30% were African-American, and 8% were members of other racial or ethnic 
groups (Omaha Public Schools 1994a: Table I). 53% of all Omaha junior high school 
students were on free or reduced lunch programs, including 80% of the African-American 




Kansas City students who completed surveys used in this thesis were from four 
middle schools. These four Kansas City schools— School A, School B, School C, and
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School D— are briefly described below.
School A. The 1994-95 total enrollment of School A was 657. Of these, 85% 
were African-American, 11% were non-Hispanic Whites, and 5% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups. Student mobility at School A was higher than the district average 
(KCPS 1995).
School B. The 1994-95 total enrollment o f School B was 598. Of these, 60% 
were African-American, 36% were non-Hispanic Whites, and 4% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups. 50% of all School B students were on free lunch programs. 
Student mobility at School B was lower than the district average (KCPS 1995).
School C. The 1994-95 total enrollment of School C was 341. Of these, 62% 
were African-American, 34% were non-Hispanic Whites, and 4% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups. 46% of all School C students were on free lunch programs. 
Student mobility at School C was lower than the district average (KCPS 1995).
School D. The 1994-95 total enrollment o f School D was 656. O f these, 90% 
were African-American, 8% were non-Hispanic Whites, and 2% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups. 78% of all School D students were on free lunch programs. 
Student mobility at School D was higher than the district average (KCPS 1995).
Omaha
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Omaha students who completed surveys used in this thesis were from three 
middle schools. These three Omaha schools— School E, School F, and School G—are 
briefly described below.
School E. The 1994-95 total enrollment of School E was 280. Of these, 63% 
were non-Hispanic Whites, 7% were African-American, and 30% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994: Table I). 70% of all School E students were on free or 
reduced lunch programs, including 100% of the African-American students, 63% of the 
White students, and 77% of students from other racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994b). 
Mobility rates at School E were higher than the district average (OPS 1994c).
School F. The 1994-95 total enrollment of School F was 946. Of these, 51% 
were non-Hispanic Whites, 44% were African-American, and 5% were members of other 
racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994a: Table I). 66% of all School F students were on free 
or reduced lunch programs, including 83% of the African-American students, 52% of the 
White students, and 66% of students from other racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994b). 
School F student mobility rates mirrored those of the school district (OPS 1994c).
School G. The 1994-95 total enrollment of School G was 916. Of these, 76% 
were non-Hispanic Whites, 21% were African-American, and 3% were members o f other 
racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994a: Table I). 29% of all School G students were on free 
or reduced lunch programs, including 70% of the African-American students, 17% of the
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White students, and 48% of students from other racial or ethnic groups (OPS 1994b). 
School G student mobility rates were lower than those of the school district (OPS 1994c).
The Samples
Kansas City
Table I shows the demographic characteristics from the total sample and restricted 
sample (i.e., students self-reported as African-American or White) of Kansas City and 
Omaha students who were surveyed and whose answers are subsequently used in this 
thesis. The following analyses examine responses from a total of 365 African-American 
and non-Hispanic White students surveyed. 49% were male and 51% were female. 82% 
were African-American and 18% were non-Hispanic Whites. 26% of the students were 
13 years of age, 61% were 14 years of age, and 12% were 15 years of age; mean age of all 
respondents was 13.91. 47% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 36% lived 
with both their mother and father, and 17% had other types of living arrangements.
Omaha
The following analyses examine responses from a total of 715 African-American 
and non-Hispanic White students surveyed. 47% were male and 53% were female. 73% 
were non-Hispanic Whites and 27% were African-American. 23% of the students were
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13 years of age, 67% were 14 years of age, and 10% were 15 years of age; mean age of all 
respondents was 13.89. 26% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 64% lived 
with both their mother and father, and 10% had other types of living arrangements.
Table I About Here
Table II provides demographic information for the Kansas City sample separated 
by school. Characteristics for the entire sample (i.e., all students surveyed) as well as the 
restricted sample used in the remainder of this thesis (i.e., students who reported being 
either African-American or White) are included.
School A. 94 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were surveyed 
from School A. Of these, 49% were male and 51% were female. 95% were African- 
American, 5% were non-Hispanic Whites. 23% of the students were 13 years o f age, 
63% were 14 years of age, and 13% were 15 years of age; mean age of all respondents 
was 14. 48% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 28% lived with both their 
mother and father, and 24% had other types of living arrangements.
School B. 94 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were surveyed 
from School B. 42% were male and 59% were female. 65% were African-American,
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35% were non-Hispanic Whites. 30% of the students were 13 years of age, 57% were 14 
years of age, and 11% were 15 years of age, and 2% were 16 years o f age; mean age of all 
respondents was 13.86. 43% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 46% lived 
with both their mother and father, and 12% had other types o f living arrangements.
School C. 76 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were surveyed 
from School C. 51% were male and 49% were female. 68% were African-American, 
32% were non-Hispanic Whites. 28% of the students were 13 years of age, 60% were 14 
years of age, and 12% were 15 years o f age; mean age of all respondents was 13.84. 46% 
of the respondents lived with their mother only, 40% lived with both their mother and 
father, and 15% had other types of living arrangements.
School D. 101 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were 
surveyed from School D. 53% were male and 47% were female. 97% were African- 
American, 3% were non-Hispanic Whites. 24% of the students were 13 years of age,
62% were 14 years o f age, and 12% were 15 years of age; mean age of all respondents 
was 13.93. 51% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 33% lived with both 
their mother and father, and 17% had other types of living arrangements.
Table II About Here
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Table III provides demographic information of the Omaha sample by school. 
Characteristics for the entire sample (i.e., all students surveyed) as well as the restricted 
sample used in the remainder of this thesis (i.e., students who reported being either 
African-American or White) are included.
School E. 55 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were surveyed 
from School E. 51% were male and 49% were female. 91% were non-Hispanic Whites 
and 9% were African-American. 32% of the students were 13 years of age, 61% were 14 
years o f age, and 7% were 15 years of age; mean age of all respondents was 13.76. 33% 
of the respondents lived with their mother only, 58% lived with both their mother and 
father, and 9% had other types of living arrangements.
School F. 279 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were surveyed 
from School F. 42% were male and 58% were female. 56% were non-Hispanic Whites 
and 44% were African-American. 24% of the students were 13 years of age, 63% were 
14 years of age, and 12% were 15 years of age; mean age of all respondents was 13.93. 
34% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 54% lived with both their mother 
and father, and 12% had other types of living arrangements.
School G. 381 African-American and non-Hispanic White students were 
surveyed from School G. Of these, 50% were male and 50% were female. 83% were 
non-Hispanic Whites and 17% were African-American. 21% of the students were 13
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years of age, 70% were 14 years of age, and 9% were 15 years of age; mean age of all 
respondents was 13.87. 19% of the respondents lived with their mother only, 72% lived 
with both their mother and father, and 9% had other types of living arrangements.





Cross-tabulations reveal significant demographic differences between sites. Clearly, 
the cities are significantly different in terms of racial composition of the samples, as this 
factor is why these particular sites were chosen for these analyses. Yet other factors illustrate 
that the cities differ on other demographic variables. Kansas City students are more likely 
than Omaha students to live with their mother only, while Omaha students are more likely 
than Kansas City students to live with both parents. Omaha students also report fathers’ 
educational level as significantly higher than students in Kansas City.
Schools
Cross-tabulations also reveal significant demographic differences between schools 
within sites. In Kansas City, School C is more racially diverse (have more Whites) than 
School D and School A (nearly exclusively African-American), and School C students are 
more likely than School D or School A students to report that their fathers completed some 
or all of college (although School D students are more likely to report that their fathers
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completed more than college) while School A students are more likely to report that their 
fathers completed high school. School B is also more racially diverse than School D and 
School A, and School D students are more likely than School B students to report that their 
mothers’ highest educational level was completing high school or less.
Omaha schools also vary significantly in terms of racial make-up: School E is nearly 
all-White; School G is mostly White, but has nearly double the proportion of African- 
American students than does School E; and School F is a nearly equal split in terms of 
African-American and White students. School G students are also significantly more likely 
than School E or School F students to live with both parents and report that each of their 
parents has attended and completed college or more.
Attitudes and Behaviors
Cities
Table IV shows the results of t-tests examining differences between Kansas City and 
Omaha students on 11 separate scales. T-tests reveal significant differences between Kansas 
City and Omaha students regarding their attitudes and behaviors on five of these scales. 
Kansas City students report significantly higher rates of self-reported general delinquent 
behavior, person offenses, and victimization experiences than do Omaha students. Kansas 
City students also report significantly higher rates of peer delinquency and feelings of
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cultural identity than do Omaha students.
Table IV About Here
Race
Table V presents the t-test results for African-American and White students included 
in the sample. T-tests reveal significant differences between racial groups on nine separate 
measures. African-Americans reported significantly higher rates of general delinquency, 
person offenses, victimization experiences, negative feelings about their school environment, 
more commitment to school, more peer delinquency, more feelings of identity with their 
culture, less social isolation, and higher levels of self-esteem than White students.
Table V About Here
T-tests also reveal significant differences between racial groups within sites. Table 
VI shows that racial differences were found on three of the eleven scales in Kansas City, with 
African-American students reporting higher levels of school commitment, feelings of cultural 
identity, and feelings of self-esteem than White students.
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Table VI About Here
Table VII shows the racial differences in Omaha, five of which were significant. 
African-American students reported significantly lower levels of property crimes, more 
negative feelings about their school environments, higher levels of cultural identity, lower 
levels o f social isolation, and higher levels of self-esteem than did White students.
Table VII About Here
Schools
T-tests also reveal significant differences between students in schools within Kansas 
City and Omaha. Table VIII illustrates the t-test results for Kansas City schools, while the 
results for Omaha schools are presented in Table IX.
In Kansas City, significant differences between schools are found on eight of the 
eleven measures. School A students report committing significantly more general delinquent 
behavior, property offenses and person offenses and higher levels of peer delinquency and
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social isolation than do School D students; School D students report higher levels of school 
commitment than do School B students; and School A students report more negative feelings 
about their school environment and higher levels of peer delinquency than do students at the 
School B.
Table VIII About Here
In Omaha differences between schools are again found on eight of the eleven 
measures. School E students report committing significantly more general delinquent 
behavior and property offenses and experiencing less negative school environment, less 
school commitment, more limited educational opportunities, more peer delinquency, and 
more social isolation than do School F students and more limited educational opportunities, 
more peer delinquency, and more social isolation than School G students. School F students 
report less property offenses, less victimization, more negative feelings about school 
environment, and more school commitment than students from School G.
Table IX About Here
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Regression Results
Table X presents the regression results predicting total self-reported delinquency 
for the entire sample. Regressions were carried out in a stepwise manner to illuminate the 
contributions of demographics (Step 1), city and minority/majority status attitudes (Step 
2), and and peer associations (Step 3).4
Step 1 shows that demographic variables alone explain 6% of the variance, with 
three variables significant. Being male, being African-American, and being older are 
associated with higher rates of total delinquency. The addition of city and 
minority/majority status variables in Step 2 increases the explanatory power of the model 
very slightly to 9%. The new additions find that living in Kansas City is significant. 
Furthermore, gender and age remain significant, while race drops out. The addition of the 
attitudinal and peer association variables (Step 3) increases the explanatory power to 
nearly 47%, with eight variables being significant. Being male and being older continue 
to contribute to higher rates of delinquency. Of the additional seven variables, attitudes 
reflecting a negative school environment, less school commitment, higher identity with an 
individual’s culture, higher levels of self-esteem, and association with deviant peers all 
contribute to higher levels of total delinquency. Overall, then, being male, being older,
4 For ease of analysis, a choice was made to exclude the school-level variables from the 
multi-variate analyses. The city variable was chosen for these analyses because it was 
most pertinent to the research questions being addressed.
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living in Kansas City, having negative perceptions of the school environment and less 
commitment to school, identifying more closely with one’s own culture, having higher 
levels o f self-esteem, and associating with delinquent peers increases students’ 
involvement in total delinquency.
Table X About Here
Table XI presents the regression results predicting self-reported property offenses 
for the entire sample. Regressions were again carried out in the three-step pattern 
described above.
Step 1 suggests that demographic variables play a minor role in students’ property 
offense commission, explaining only 3% of the variance. Only two of these variables— 
gender and age—proved significant, with older males more likely to commit property 
offenses. When the city and minority/majority status variables are included in Step 2, the 
explanatory power increases to only 4%. Gender remains significant and is supplemented 
by the race and city variables, with Whites and Kansas City students committing more 
property offenses. The inclusion of attitudinal and peer association variables (Step 3) 
increases the explanatory power of the model to 33%. However, of these seven 
additional variables, only two— school commitment and peer delinquency—prove
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significant, with individuals with lower commitment to school and those who associate 
with delinquent peers more involved in property offenses. Two demographic variable— 
gender and race—remain significant, while both the age and city variables drop out. 
Overall, then, being male, White, having lower commitment to school, and associating 
with more delinquent peers increases students’ involvement in property offenses.
Table XI About Here
Table XII presents the regression results predicting self-reported person offenses 
for the entire sample. Regressions were again carried out in the three-step pattern 
described above.
Step 1 shows that demographic factors explain approximately 6% of the variance 
in self-reported person offenses. Three of these variables—gender, race, and age—are 
significant, with older, non-White males reporting higher levels of involvement in person 
offenses. The addition of city and minority/majority status variables in Step 2 increases 
the explanatory power of the model to only slightly more than 8%. Two demographic 
variables—gender and race—remain significant, while age drops out and is replaced by 
the city variable. The addition of attitudinal and peer association variables (Step 3) 
increases the explanatory power of the model to 31%. In this final stage, one
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demographic variable (gender) and the city variable remain significant. Of the new 
variables, three—school environment, school commitment, and peer delinquency—prove 
significant, with students with more negative perceptions of their school environment, 
less commitment to school, and association with delinquent peers reporting more 
involvement in property offenses. Overall, then, being male, living in Kansas City, 
having negative perceptions of the school environment and less commitment to school, 
and associating with more delinquent peers increases students’ self-reported involvement 
in person offenses.
Table XII About Here
Table XIII presents the regression results predicting self-reported victimization 
experiences for the entire sample. Regressions were again carried out in the three-step 
pattern described above.
Step 1 suggests that demographic variables explain a mere 2% of students’ self- 
reported victimization experiences. Only two of these variables—gender and living with 
individuals other than mother or father—prove significant. The addition of the city and 
minority/majority status variables (Step 2) increases the explanatory power of the model 
to only 6%. Being male remains significant, while the other living arrangements drops
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out. The inclusion o f attitudinal and association variables (Step 3) increases the 
explanatory power o f the model to nearly 19%. Of these attitudinal and association 
variables, four—school environment, social isolation, self-esteem, and peer 
delinquency—prove significant predictors, with students holding negative perceptions of 
their school environment, feeling more socially isolated, having higher levels of self­
esteem, and associating with delinquent peers report more victimization experiences.
Both variables significant in Step 2 remain significant in Step 3; additionally, the race 
variable emerges in the final model. Overall, then, students who are White, male, and 
who live in Kansas City, and those who have more negative perceptions of their school 
environment, who feel more socially isolated, who have higher levels of self-esteem, and 
who associate with more delinquent peers report being victimized more than other 
students.
Table XIII About Here
66
Cities
Table XTV shows the regression results predicting total self-reported delinquency by 
city. As illustrated by the table, the regression equations were quite similar for the two sites, 
but the explanatory power was much stronger for Kansas City students (53% explained) than 
for Omaha students (43% explained). At each site, males who had more negative 
perceptions of their school environment, who were less committed to school, and who 
associated with delinquent peers reported more involvement in general delinquent activities. 
However, there were slight differences between the models for the two sites. In Kansas City 
older students and students with higher levels of self-esteem scored higher on the general 
delinquency scale, while in Omaha students having more negative perceptions of their school 
environment and with higher levels of identity with their culture scored significantly higher 
on the general delinquency scale.
Table XIV About Here
Table XV shows the regression results predicting self-reported property offenses by 
city. Models for the two cities were again quite similar. While the model explained 38% of 
the variance in Kansas City, only two variables—school commitment and peer 
delinquency—were found to be significant, with students who reported less commitment to
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school and greater association with delinquent peers reporting more involvement in property 
offenses. In Omaha, however, while the model explained less than 30% of the variance, four 
variables—gender, race, school commitment, and peer delinquency—were significant, with 
White males who were less committed to school and who associated with delinquent peers 
reporting more involvement in property offenses.
Table XV About Here
Table XVI shows the regression results predicting self-reported person offenses by 
city. Again, the explanatory power of the model varied by city, faring much better in Kansas 
City (35% explained) than in Omaha (24% explained). Three variables—gender, age, and 
peer delinquency—were found to be significant in Kansas City, with older males who 
associated with delinquent peers scoring higher on the person offense scale. In contrast, five 
variables—gender, school environment, school commitment, limited educational 
opportunities, and peer delinquency—proved significant in Omaha, with males who held 
negative perceptions o f their school environment, were less committed to school, perceived 
less blockages to their educational opportunities, and who associated with delinquent peers 
reporting more involvement in person offenses.
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Table XVI About Here
Table XVII shows the regression results predicting self-reported victimization 
experiences by city. In both sites the explanatory power of the model was quite weak, 
explaining only 20% of the variance in Kansas City and 13% in Omaha. Once again, 
variables which significantly contributed to the models varied by site with Kansas City 
students who associated with more delinquent peers reporting more victimization 
experiences, and Omaha White, male students who held more negative perceptions of the 
school environment, felt more isolated from society, had higher levels of self-esteem, and 
who associated with more delinquent peers reporting more victimization experiences than 
other students.
Table XVII About Here
Race
Table XVIII shows the regression results predicting total self-reported delinquency 
by race. As with the city-level analyses, differences were found between variables which 
contributed to the model for each racial group. For African-Americans, eight variables—
gender, age, living in single-parent families, minority/majority status, school environment, 
school commitment, social isolation, and peer delinquency—all were significant contributors 
to the model, with older males not living in single-parent households, who were a numerical 
majority in their school districts, who held more negative perceptions of their school 
environment, who were less committed to school, who were more socially isolated, and who 
associated with delinquent peers scoring higher on the general delinquency scale. For 
Whites, six variables—gender, school environment, school commitment, cultural identity, 
self-esteem, and peer delinquency—made significant contributions to the model, with males 
who held more negative perceptions of their school environment, who were less committed 
to school, who identified strongly with their culture, who had higher levels of self-esteem, 
and who associated with more delinquent peers scoring higher than other students on the 
general delinquency scale.
Table XVIII About Here
Table XIX shows the regression results predicting self-reported property offenses by 
race. Again, the variables which contributed heavily to the models differed by race. Three 
variables—living in single-parent households, school commitment, and peer delinquency— 
were found to be significant for African-Americans, with students not from single-parent
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households, who were less committed to school, and who associated with more delinquent 
peers reporting more involvement in property offenses. For Whites, four variables—gender, 
other living arrangement, school commitment, and peer delinquency—all contributed 
significantly to the model, with male students living in other living arrangements, who were 
less committed to school, and who associated with more delinquent peers reporting more 
involvement in property offenses than other students.
Table XIX About Here
Table XX shows the regression results predicting self-reported person offenses by 
race. Three variables— social isolation, minority/majority status, and peer delinquency— 
proved significant in the model for African-Americans who were a majority in their school 
district, students who felt more socially isolated, and those who associated with more 
delinquent peers reporting more involvement in person offenses. For Whites, however, four 
variables—gender, school environment, school commitment, and peer delinquency— 
contributed significantly to the model, with males who held more negative perceptions of 
their school environment, who were less committed to school, and who associated with more 
delinquent peers more involved in crimes against person than were other students.
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Table XX About Here
Table XXI shows the regression results predicting self-reported victimization 
experiences by race. For African-Americans, three variables—minority/majority status, 
school environment, and peer delinquency—made significant contributions to the model, 
with students who were a majority in their school district, and those who held more negative 
perceptions about their school environment and who associated with more delinquent peers 
reporting more victimization experiences. For Whites, seven variables—gender, living in 
single-parent households or living in other living arrangements, minority/majority status, 
school environment, social isolation, and peer delinquency—significantly contributed to the 
model, with males not living with both parents, who were members of a racial minority in 
their school district, who held more negative perceptions of their school environment, who 
felt more socially isolated, and who associated with more delinquent peers reporting more 
victimization experiences than other students.
Table XXI About Here
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Minority/Majority Status
Table XXII shows the regression results predicting total self-reported delinquency 
by numerical minority/majority status. As is the case when examining cities or racial groups, 
the regression models varied slightly when examining minority/majority status. When 
students were a numerical minority in their school district, four variables—gender, school 
commitment, cultural identity, and peer delinquency—were found to be significant 
contributors to the regression equation, with males who were less committed to school, who 
identified strongly with their culture, and who were more associated with delinquent peers 
scoring higher than other students on the general delinquency scale. When students were a 
numerical majority in their school district, eight variables—gender, race, age, school 
environment, school commitment, social isolation, self-esteem, and peer delinquency—were 
significant contributors to the regression equation, with older, African-American males who 
held more negative perceptions o f their school environment, who were less committed to 
school, who felt less socially isolated and who had higher levels of self-esteem, and who 
associated with more delinquent peers scoring higher than other students on the total 
delinquency scale.
Table XXII About Here
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Table XXIII shows the regression results predicting self-reported property offenses 
by numerical minority/majority status. When students were a numerical minority in their 
school district, six variables—gender, single-parent households, school commitment, cultural 
identity, social isolation, and peer delinquency—were found to contribute significantly to the 
regression equation, with male students not living in single-parent households, who were less 
committed to school, who identified more strongly with their culture, who felt more socially 
isolated, and who associated with more delinquent peers reporting more involvement than 
other students in property offenses. When students were a numerical majority in their school 
districts, three variables—gender, school commitment, and peer delinquency—proved 
significant, with males who were less committed to school, and who associated with more 
delinquent peers more involved than other students in property offenses.
Table XXIII About Here
Table XXIV shows the regression results predicting self-reported person offenses by 
numerical minority/majority status. When students were a numerical minority in their school 
district, four variables—gender, school commitment, cultural identity, and peer 
delinquency—were significant contributors to the regression equation, with male students 
who were less committed to school, who identified strongly with their culture, and who
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associated with more delinquent peers committing more person offenses than other students. 
When students were a numerical majority in their school district, seven variables—gender, 
race, school environment, school commitment, social isolation, self-esteem, and peer 
delinquency—were all found to be significant, with African-American males who held more 
negative perceptions of their school environment, who were less committed to school, who 
felt less socially isolated and who had higher levels of self-esteem, and who were associated 
with more delinquent peers committing more person offenses than other students.
Table XXTV About Here
Table XXV shows the regression results predicting self-reported victimization 
experiences by numerical minority/majority status. When students were a numerical 
minority in their school district, three variables—race, social isolation, and peer 
delinquency—were found to be significant contributors to the regression equation, with 
Whites who felt more socially isolated, and who associated with more delinquent peers 
reporting more victimization experiences. When students were a numerical majority in their 
school district, five variables—gender, race, school environment, self-esteem, and peer 
delinquency—were found to make significant contributions to the regression equation, with 
African-American male students who held more negative perceptions of their school
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environment, who had higher levels of self-esteem, and who associated with more delinquent 
peers reporting more victimization experiences than other students.
Table XXV About Here
To summarize, then, city of residence, race, and minority/majority status all affect 
students’ delinquency and victimization experiences to a certain extent. Living in Kansas 
City was consistently related to higher levels of delinquency and victimization, both in 
the bi-variate and multi-variate analyses. Race was also related to delinquency and 
victimization, but did not prove significant as often as the city variable often vanishing 
when other theoretically-relevant variables (e.g., school environment, school 
commitment, and peer delinquency) were included. Finally, minority/majority status was 
not significant in any of the regression equations, although it did affect the role mediating 
variables impacted delinquency and victimization. Two other demographic variables— 
gender and age—were also significantly related to delinquency and victimization, with 
older males reporting more delinquency and victimization experiences. Even when these 
variables were statistically significant, they contributed very little to the explanatory 
power of the multi-variate models: in no model where demographic and city variables 
were included did the explanatory power reach ten percent. Finally, three other variables
76
were consistently related to students’ self-reported delinquency and victimization 
experiences and were strong contributors to the regression equations. School 
environment, school commitment, and peer delinquency were significantly related to 
delinquency and victimization, with students who reported more negative perceptions of 
their school environment, less commitment to school, and associating with delinquent 
peers reporting more delinquency and victimization. These findings are the subject of a 
more detailed discussion in the concluding section.
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DISCUSSION
This thesis has examined the effect of three specific variables on students’ self- 
reported delinquency and victimization: race, city of residence, and numerical 
minority/majority status. Additionally, relevant social-psychological variables were 
included in these examinations. Findings for each of these variables and the implications 
of these findings will be discussed in turn.
With one exception (gender), demographic variables appeared to play a minor role 
in explaining victimization or delinquency. Being male was found to be directly 
correlated to delinquency and victimization in 22 of the 28 regression equations. That 
males more so than females consistently reported engaging in more delinquent activities 
and being victimized is consistent with findings from other self-reports surveys and 
examinations o f official statistics (e.g., Esbensen and Osgood 1997; Snyder and 
Sickmund 1995). While age proved significant in only five regression equations, with 
older students accounting for higher rates of overall delinquency, total delinquency and 
person offenses in Kansas City, total delinquency by African-Americans, and total 
delinquency by majority group members, I assume that the age effect would prove more 
salient if the range in the sample was larger. Nonetheless, these findings are consistent 
with previous research; as 14 years olds, these students are entering the period of life
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when delinquency becomes more common (Esbensen and Huizinga 1990; Snyder and 
Sickmund 1995).
The final demographic variable, family structure, was also significant in five 
equations, with African-Americans from single-parent families engaging in significantly 
lower rates of total delinquency and property offenses, Whites from non-intact 
households reporting significantly more victimization and committing significantly less 
property offenses, and minority group members from single-parent households 
committing significantly less property offenses. The finding that African-American 
students from single-parent families report significantly less delinquency than other 
students deserves notice. This finding is in contrast to what is predicted by social 
disorganization theory and to what is often heard in the political arena. Social 
disorganization theories postulate that individuals from single-parent households are at 
higher risk of delinquent behavior because they are perceived to have lower levels of 
supervision. Yet this has not been consistently supported in the literature. For example, a 
longitudinal analysis of 15 years of official data on race, female headship, and 
delinquency conducted by Austin (1992) found no significant relationship between these 
variables. The findings of this thesis that single-parent households actually decrease 
delinquency levels for some groups is perplexing.
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Three additional variables—school environment, school commitment, and peer 
delinquency—continually proved significant in the examination of delinquency and 
victimization; more specifically, students who held negative perceptions of their school 
environment, were less committed to school, and who associated with more delinquent 
peers reported engaging in more delinquency and experiencing more victimization.
These finding held true for all 28 of the regressions conducted, while school commitment 
was significant in 19, and school environment in 22. That these three variables—school 
environment, school commitment, and peer delinquency—were consistently associated 
with delinquency and victimization lends support to social disorganization theories.
Social isolation also proved to be consistently and directly related to 
victimization. Social isolation was found to be directly related to victimization (more 
socially isolated students experienced more victimization) in four o f the seven equations: 
for the total sample, for Omaha students when divided by city, for White students when 
divided by race, and for minority students when divided by minority/majority status. In 
terms o f its contribution to delinquency, however, the pattern was not completely clear.
In only one case—property offenses by minority group members—the relationship 
between social isolation and delinquency was significantly positive (more socially 
isolated individuals engaged in more delinquency), while in four cases—African- 
Americans’ total delinquency and person offenses and total delinquency and person
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offenses by students who were a majority in their school district—the relationship was 
significant and negatively related to delinquency (less socially-isolated students engaged 
in more delinquency). While this is contrary to what was expected from an examination 
of anomie theory, it does find support in juvenile gang research. Gang scholars have long 
noted that there is something about the group experience which enhances delinquency.
For example, Thomberry et al. (1993:176) suggest that gangs provide “an atmosphere that 
encourages delinquency and, in some cases, makes delinquency easier.” Coupled with 
the findings concerning delinquent peers, these findings support the notion that 
delinquency is often a group activity rather than behavior engaged in by socially isolated 
individuals.
Cultural identity was significant in six of the 28 equations, contributing to the 
explanations of total delinquency by all students, Omaha students, and Whites, and total 
delinquency, property offenses, and person offenses for members of the numerical 
minority. In all cases, cultural identity was directly related to delinquency (students who 
identified more with their culture committed more delinquent acts).
The findings for limited educational opportunities and self-esteem were somewhat 
surprising. Limited educational opportunities proved to be of little value, as it was 
significant in only one equation—person offenses in Omaha. Surprisingly, in the 
equation where limited educational opportunities was significant, the findings were
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opposite to what one might expect: lower levels of perceived blockages to educational 
opportunities resulted in more delinquency. Similar results were found for self-esteem: in 
all eight equations where self-esteem made a significant contribution, higher levels of 
self-esteem were associated with higher levels of delinquency. These findings raise 
serious policy-related questions, as many programs aimed at reducing delinquency 
include strategies aimed at reducing perceived educational barriers and raising students’ 
levels of self-esteem.
What may account for the findings that students with higher levels of self-esteem 
engaged in more delinquency than other students? Perhaps delinquency is a more 
important factor in maintaining—rather than gaining—self-esteem. If this is true, 
students who have previously enhanced their levels of self-esteem through prior 
delinquency may continue to engage in delinquency to retain this status; conversely, 
students who have not gained self-esteem through prior delinquency may not have as 
much pressure to engage in current and future delinquent behavior. There is no way to 
test this hypothesis using the current data. Longitudinal data will be necessary for future 
researchers to test this hypothesis.
A separate explanation may be taken from the work on the psychological 
development o f males and females conducted by Gilligan and colleagues (Gilligan 1982; 
Taylor, Gilligan and Sullivan 1995). These researchers suggest that males’ and females’
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psychological development is different based on their societal roles. While self-concept 
for both males and females is based largely on what others expect o f them, females often 
face unique difficulties in their psychological development. This is partially the result of 
a realization that much of what girls have experienced (e.g., a feeling that anything boys 
can do, girls can also do) is not compatible with what the larger society expects of them 
(e.g., girls are expected to be passive and deferential to males), a realization that becomes 
painfully obvious during adolescence. One consequence is that girls experience identity 
conflict. In response, girls may put on the front o f self-confidence to strangers, even 
though this is not entirely accurate. Race and social class expectations further complicate 
the situation. According to this view, self-esteem may not be a truly valid measure.
Now I turn to the main questions addressed in this thesis. To restate this, the main 
question explored in this thesis was: Which is a more important factor impacting a 
student’s delinquency and victimization: race, city of residence, or numerical 
minority/majority status. This thesis suggests that each of these has an independent 
impact, but the effect o f city o f residence is more important than race, and race is more 
important than minority/majority status.
The impact o f race on delinquency and victimization was moderate. Regression 
results present a complex picture: race was a significant contributor in only eight 
equations and no clear racial patterns exist. African-Americans reported significantly
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more total delinquency, person offenses, and victimization experiences when they were a 
numerical majority in a school district. Whites, however, committed significantly more 
property offenses when the entire sample was collapsed into one and in Omaha when 
analyzed by city, and more victimization experiences when the entire sample was 
collapsed, in Omaha, and when they were a minority in a school district. These results 
suggest that race is an important element in delinquency and victimization, but the simple 
assumption that African-Americans are more involved than Whites is not entirely 
justified.
City of residence was significant in three of the four multivariate equations in 
which it was included. In each case, Kansas City students reported significantly more 
total delinquency, person offenses, and victimization experiences than did Omaha 
students. These magnitude of these findings, however, were small in relation to school 
environment, school commitment, and peer delinquency variables. Even so, this research 
suggests that there is something about Kansas City (compared with Omaha) which 
increases students’ delinquency and victimization.
Minority/majority status appeared to play a minor, yet complex, role. This 
variable proved significant in only 4 o f the 12 equations in which it was included.
Further, when it was significant, minority/majority status operated differently by both 
type of delinquency/victimization and race. African-Americans reported less delinquency
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and victimization when they were a minority, while Whites reported more delinquency 
and victimization when they were a minority. Only in terms of victimization, however, 
were relationships for both racial groups significant. While these findings suggest that 
minority/majority status plays only a minor role in delinquency and victimization, the 
results presented here are consistent with those of Baker et al. (1989). Furthermore, 
minority/majority status also affected the role that mediating variables impacted 
delinquency and victimization. Specifically, when students were in the minority, higher 
rates o f delinquency and victimization were associated with higher rates of social 
isolation and lower levels of self esteem; however, when students were in the majority, 
higher rates of delinquency and victimization were associated with lower rates of social 
isolation and higher rates o f self-esteem. The observation that macro-social 
characteristics exert differential impacts on mediating variables is not new. For example, 
Esbensen and Huizinga (1990) found that neighborhood variables influenced 
respondents’ reports of why and where drugs were used, in addition to whether drugs 
were used. Past research such as the work of Esbensen and Huizinga, combined with the 
results presented here, suggest that the role of mediating variables should be examined in 
future research.
Several problems with this thesis are apparent. First, there is a problem with 
temporal ordering associated with all cross-sectional data, and this thesis is no different.
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Students were asked about behavior which they had engaged in the previous year and 
current attitudes; these current attitudes were then applied to explain behavior which had 
previously occurred. This temporal ordering problem may be corrected only through the 
use of longitudinal data which were not available for this thesis. Other problems related 
to self-reports may also surface in this research. The problems of differential response 
and differential validity have already been discussed and need not be restated here. 
Finally, that the larger evaluation was a school-based sample of eighth graders covering 
only select cities which had implemented the G.R.E.A.T. program and this thesis was 
limited to only two of those cities, generalizability of findings is limited. Yet the large 
sample of students, the inclusion of both serious and minor offenses, and an attempt to 
examine competing explanations of the race-crime relationship make this study unique. 
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TABLE IV. CITY DIFFERENCE T-TESTS
Mean (Standard Deviation)
Kansias iCity Omaha
General Delinquency * 1.,4 4 (1 . 96) 0.. 85 (1. 44
Property Offenses 1., 13 (2 .26) 0.. 90 (1. 85
Person Offenses * 1 . 45 (2 .01) 0..73 (1. 42
Victimization * 1..47 (1 . 70) 0.. 87 (1. 13
School Environment 2..78 (0 . 59) 2.. 80 (0. 61
School Commitment 3..57 (0 .79) 3.. 51 (0. 80
Limited Educational Opportunities 1., 90 (0 .75) 1.,86 (0. 75
Peer Delinquency * 2..32 (0 .91) 1.. 97 (0. 81
Cultural Identity * 3., 95 (0 .75) 3.. 69 (0. 70
Social Isolation 2..48 (0 . 97) 2..47 (0. 90
Self-Esteem 4 . 09 (0 . 69) 4 . 03 (0. 72
* significant at .05 level
99
TABLE V. RACIAL DIFFERENCE T-TESTS
Mean (Standard Deviation)
African-Americans Whites
General Delinquency * 1..20 (1.. 77) 0.. 92 (1.. 55
Property Offenses 0.. 90 (2.. 00) 1 . 04 (2.. 01
Person Offenses * 1 . 24 (1., 92) 0.. 74 (1..41
Victimization * 1.. 18 ( 1 . . 45) 0 ,. 98 (1.. 30
School Environment * 2. 00 00 (0..59) 2 ,. 72 (0.. 61
School Commitment * 3.. 62 (0., 77) 3..46 (0. CM00
Limited Educational Opportunities 1 ., 87 (0.,79) 1 . 88 (0., 72
Peer Delinquency * 2..20 (0.. 87) 2.. 00 (0. 00
Cultural Identity * 4 . 04 (0., 73) 3.. 56 (0., 65
Social Isolation * 2..39 (0.. 95) 2 ,.55 (0.. 90
Self-Esteem * 4 . 14 (0., 70) 3.. 97 (0.. 72
* significant at .05 level
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1.43 (1.89) 1.48 (2.27
1. 05 (2.11) 1. 53 (2.86
1.51 (2.06) 1.17 (1.76
1.44 (1.63) 1. 58 (1. 97
2 .79 (0.57) 2 . 72 (0. 68
3. 65 (0.73) 3.18 (0. 97
1.88 (0.76) 2 . 01 (0. 67
2.30 (0.88) 2.44 (1.04
4 . 02 (0.72) 3. 62 (0.79
2.44 (0.96) 2 . 68 (0. 98
4 .14 (0.67) 3.85 (0.76
* significant at .05 level
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0.84 (1 .49) 0. 85 (1.43)
0. 66 (1 .78) 0. 98 (1.87)
0.83 (1 .59) 0. 69 (1.36)
0.78 (0 . 99) 0. 91 (1.18)
3. 02 (0 . 60) 2. 72 (0.60)
3.57 (0 . 83) 3. 49 (0.79)
1.85 (0 . 83) 1. 86 (0.72)
2.04 (0 . 85) 1. 94 (0.80)
4 . 08 (0 .75) 3. 55 (0.63)
2.30 (0 . 92) 2. 54 (0.88)
4 .16 (0 • 74) 3. 98 (0.71)
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TABLE X: TOTAL SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY REGRESSION
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
MALE 0. 192 (0.099)* 0.186 (0.098)* 0.119 (0.079)*
WHITE -0.066 (0.106)* 0.028 (0.132) 0.035 (0.110)
AGE 0.125 (0.066)* 0 .127 (0.066)* 0.060 (0.052)*
SINGLPAR 0. 041 (0.110) 0.024 (0.109) -0.033 (0.086)
OTR_LIV 0. 015 (0.202) 0.003 (0.200) -0.034 (0.159)
KANSCITY 0.184 (0.129)* 0.108 (0.105)*
MINORITY 0.010 (0.128) -0.026 (0.102)
School Environment 0.099 (0.069)*
School Commitment -0.175 (0.062)*
Ltd Ed Opportunities 0.009 (0.062)
Cultural Identity 0. 068 (0.058)*
Social Isolation -0.045 (0.046)
Self-Esteem 0.055 (0.065)*
Peer Delinquency 0.517 (0.054)*
r 2= 0 . 064 0. 087 0.478
* Significant at the .05 level
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TABLE XI: SELF-REPORTED PROPERTY OFFENSE REGRESSION
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
MALE 0.146 (0.123)* 0.142 (0.123)* 0. 083 0.110)
WHITE 0.049 (0.132) 0.112 (0.165)* 0. 089 0.153)
AGE 0.089 (0.083)* 0. 091 (0.082)* 0. 026 0.073)
SINGLPAR 0.014 (0.136) 0. 003 (0.136) -0.052 0.121)
OTR_LIV 0.011 (0.249) 0. 003 (0.249) -0.033 0.219)
KANSCITY 0. 119 (0.161)* 0.032 0.146)
MINORITY 0. 015 (0.160) -0.012 0.142)
School Environment 0. 033 0.0 97)
School Commitment -0.138 0.086)
Ltd Ed Opportunities -0.031 0.087)
Cultural Identity 0.039 0.082)
Social Isolation -0.002 0.064)
Self-Esteem -0.007 0.090)
Peer Delinquency 0.480 0.076)
r 2= 0.033 0. 043 0. 330
* Significant at the .05 level
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TABLE XII: SELF-REPORTED PERSON OFFENSE REGRESSION
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error!
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
MALE 0.165 (0.099)* 0.156 (0.098)* 0 .114 0.090
WHITE -0.142 (0.107)* -0.064 (0.132) -0.064 0.127
AGE 0.077 (0.067)* 0. 079 (0.066)* 0. 037 0. 060
SINGLPAR 0.017 (0.110) 0. 000 (0.110) -0.029 0.099
OTR_LIV 0.007 (0.205) -0.005 (0.203) -0.026 0.184
KANSCITY 0.176 (0.129)* 0. Ill 0.120
MINORITY -0.022 (0.129) -0.052 0.117
School Environment 0. 090 0. 080
School Commitment -0.117 0. 071
Ltd Ed Opportunities -0.027 0. 072
Cultural Identity 0 . 039 0.068
Social Isolation -0.052 0. 053
Self-Esteem 0. 054 0. 074
Peer Delinquency 0. 405 0. 062
R2= 0.057 0. 082 0.311
* Significant at the .05 level
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TABLE XIII: SELF-REPORTED VICTIMIZATION REGRESSION
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
MALE 0 107 (0 085) * 0 100 (0. 084) * 0 105 0 .
WHITE -0 046 (0 0 92) 0 063 (0. 112) 0 091 0 .
AGE -0 009 (0 057) -0 005 (0. 056) -0 032 0.
SINGLPAR 0 051 (0 095) 0 030 (0. 093) 0 003 0 .
OTR_LIV 0 079 (0 176) * 0 061 (0. 174) 0 049 0.
KANSCITY 0 224 (0. 109) * 0 177 0.
MINORITY 0 011 (0. 108) -0 003 0.
School Environment 0 154 0.
School Commitment -0 038 0 .
Ltd Ed Opportunities -0 023 0.
Cultural Identity 0 060 0.
Social Isolation 0 099 0.
Self-Esteem 0 081 0 .
Peer Delinquency 0 268 0.
R = 0 . 0 2 2 0.057 0. 187
* Significant at the .05 level
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TABLE XIV: TOTAL SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY BY CITY
REGRESSION
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Kansas City Omaha
MALE 0.. Ill (0.. 168)* 0 . 133 (0.. 082)
WHITE -0.. 007 (0.. 226) 0 . 059 (0.. 105)
AGE 0.. 120 (0..097)* -0,.020 (0..059)
SINGLPAR -0.. 045 (0.. 177) -0 . 026 (0.. 092)
OTR_LIV -0., 048 (0..271) -0..004 (0..198)
School Environment 0., 084 (0.. 155) 0.. 101 (0.. 071)
School Commitment -0., 186 (0..127)* -0.. 178 (0..066)
Limited Educational Opportunities 0.. 038 (0.. 125) -0 . 024 (0.. 068)
Cultural Identity 0..013 (0.. 118) 0 . 082 (0..063)
Social Isolation -0.. 087 (0..093) -0.. 017 (0.. 049)
Self-Esteem 0..091 (0.. 141)* 0., 019 (0.. 068)
Peer Delinquency 0..529 (0.. 104)* 0.. 520 (0.. 059)
R2= 0.528 0.426
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XV: SELF-REPORTED PROPERTY OFFENSE REGRESSION BY CITY
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Kansas City Omaha
MALE 0.068 (0.221) 0. 094 (0.124)*
WHITE 0. 031 (0.297) 0.105 (0.157)*
AGE 0.060 (0.128) -0.011 (0.090)
SINGLPAR -0.097 (0.233) -0.018 (0.139)
OTR_LIV -0.052 (0.350) -0.023 (0.301)
School Environment 0.047 (0.203) 0 .017 (0.106)
School Commitment -0.163 (0.165)* -0.125 (0.099)*
Limited Educational Opportunities -0.025 (0.164) -0.033 (0.102)
Cultural Identity 0 .000 (0.157) 0. 053 (0.095)
Social Isolation -0.031 (0.122) 0. 015 (0.075)
Self-Esteem -0.001 (0.181) -0.015 (0.103)
Peer Delinquency 0.480 (0.137)* 0. 461 (0.091)*
R2= 0.380 0.294
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XVI: SELF-REPORTED PERSON OFFENSE REGRESSION BY CITY
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error
Omaha
MALE 0. 103 (0.201)* 0 . 121 (0.
WHITE -0.078 (0.267) -0.025 (0.
AGE 0.101 (0.115)* -0.048 (0.
SINGLPAR 0.017 (0.209) -0.068 (0.
OTR_LIV -0.019 (0.326) -0.003 (0.
School Environment 0.023 (0.183) 0.130 (0.
School Commitment -0.103 (0.152) -0.145 (0.
Limited Educational Opportunities 0.039 (0.151) -0.092 (0.
Cultural Identity 0.019 (0.141) 0.026 (0.
Social Isolation -0.096 (0.111) -0.023 (0.
Self-Esteem 0.072 (0.163) 0. 030 (0.
Peer Delinquency 0.467 (0.123)* 0. 375 (0.
R2= 0.352 0.240
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XVII: SELF-REPORTED VICTIMIZATION REGRESSION BY CITY
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Kansas City Omaha
MALE 0 080 (0 190) 0. 127 (0. 085) *
WHITE 0 057 (0 251) 0. 090 (0. 108) *
AGE -0 050 (0 109) -0 . 020 (0 .062)
SINGLPAR 0 042 (0 201) -0.019 (0 .095)
OTR_LIV 0 068 (0 305) 0.035 (0 .214)
School Environment 0 109 (0 173) 0.201 (0 .074)*
School Commitment -0 004 (0 146) -0.074 (0 . 067)
Limited Educational Opportunities -0 044 (0 141) 0.003 (0 .070)
Cultural Identity 0 017 (0. 135) 0. 079 (0 .066)
Social Isolation 0 070 (0 106) 0.120 (0 .052)*
Self-Esteem 0 090 (0. 159) 0. 091 (0 .070)*
Peer Delinquency 0 382 (0. 117) * 0. 174 (0 .062)*
R2= 0.198 0.129
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XVIII: TOTAL SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY REGRESSION BY 
RACE
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
African-Americans Whites
MALE 0.086 (0.133)i * 0.148 (0.096
AGE 0 .097 (0.072) * 0 . 006 (0.080
SINGLPAR -0 .092 (0.137) * 0 . 034 (0.110
OTR_LIV -0.055 (0.209) -0.026 (0.282
MINORITY -0.145 (0.135) 0.047 (0.155
School Environment 0. 123 (0.116) 0 . 073 (0.084
School Commitment -0.137 (0.104) * -0.207 (0.076
Limited Educational Opportunities 0.038 (0.097) -0.011 (0.082
Cultural Identity 0 .047 (0.093) 0. 098 (0.075
Social Isolation -0.116 (0.073), * 0. 023 (0.058
Self-Esteem 0. 023 (0.107) 0.082 (0.082
Peer Delinquency 0. 496 (0.084) 0.534 (0.069
R2= 0.482 0.486
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XIX: SELF-REPORTED PROPERTY OFFENSE REGRESSION BY 
RACE
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
African-Americans Whites
MALE 0 . 080 (0., 171) 0.. 089 (0.. 146)
AGE 0..056 (0., 093) -0.. 005 (0..122)
SINGLPAR -0..116 (0..177)* 0..014 (0.. 167)
OTR_LIV -0.. 030 (0.,265) -0., 076 (0., 438)
MINORITY -0..062 (0., 174 ) 0..000 (0..235)
School Environment 0 ., 052 (0., 148) 0 .018 (0.. 127)
School Commitment -0.. 136 (0.,132)* -0.. 125 (0., 116)
Limited Educational Opportunities -0., 037 (0., 124) -0., 018 (0.,124)
Cultural Identity- 0.. 014 (0., 119) 0., 066 (0., 114)
Social Isolation -0., 052 (0., 135) 0., 041 (0., 089)
Self-Esteem -0 .051 (0., 135) 0., 039 (0., 123)
Peer Delinquency 0..444 (0., 109)* 0., 510 (0., 107)
R2= 0.342 0.341
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XX: SELF-REPORTED PERSON OFFENSE REGRESSION BY RACE
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
African -Americans Whites
MALE 0. 058 (0.164) 0.166 (0.101)*
AGE 0. 064 (0.088) -0.019 (0.085)
SINGLPAR -0.047 (0.168) 0.005 (0.117)
OTR_LIV -0.053 (0.259) 0.024 (0.299)
MINORITY -0.148 (0.166)* 0. 053 (0.163)
School Environment 0. 077 (0.143) 0.100 (0.088)*
School Commitment -0.088 (0.127) -0.161 (0.080)*
Limited Educational Opportunities 0.035 (0.122) -0.088 (0.086)
Cultural Identity- 0. 052 (0.116) 0. 029 (0.079)
Social Isolation -0.106 (0.0 90)* -0.003 (0.070)
Self-Esteem 0.025 (0.130) 0.071 (0.085)
Peer Delinquency 0.427 (0.103).* 0.390 (0.073)*
r 2= 0. 324 0 .279
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XXI: SELF-REPORTED VICTIMIZATION REGRESSION BY RACE
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
African-Americans Whites
MALE 0.. 071 (0.. 141) 0..131 (0.. 103
AGE -0..019 (0..076) -0..054 (0..086
SINGLPAR -0..092 (0.. 147) 0..082 (0.. 118
OTR_LIV -0.. 008 (0..223) 0.. 106 (0.. 321
MINORITY -0.. 177 (0.. 144)* 0.. 124 (0.. 164
School Environment 0.. 124 (0.. 123)* 0.. 175 (0..090
School Commitment 0..014 (0.. 110) -0..085 (0.. 081
Limited Educational Opportunities 0.. 021 (0.. 103) -0 .055 (0..088
Cultural Identity 0.. 084 (0.. 100) 0..045 (0.. 081
Social Isolation 0., 047 (0., 079) 0.. 145 (0.. 063
Self-Esteem 0.. 078 (0.. 113) 0..085 (0.. 087
Peer Delinquency 0.. 301 (0.. 090)* 0..216 (0.. 075
R2= 0.193 0.196
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XXII: TOTAL SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY REGRESSION BY
MINORITY/MAJORITY STATUS
Standardized coefficient (Standard Error)
Minority Maj ority
MALE 0.137 0.178)* 0.113 0.086)*
WHITE 0.098 0.219) -0.064 0.105)*
AGE -0.018 0.098) 0.087 0.061)*
SINGLPAR -0.083 0.181) -0.013 0.097)
OTR_LIV -0.038 0.316) -0.039 0.182)
School Environment 0.100 0.151) 0.094 0.077)*
School Commitment -0.298 0.129)* -0.130 0.070)*
Limited Educational Opportunities -0.091 0.139) 0.043 0.069)
Cultural Identity 0.147 0.118)* 0 .024 0.067)
Social Isolation 0 .092 0.101) -0.078 0.051)*
Self-Esteem -0.050 0.130) 0.109 0 .075)*
Peer Delinquency 0.432 0.112)* 0.549 0.060)*
r 2= 0 .484 0 503
* significant at .05 level
117
TABLE XXIII: SELF-REPORTED PROPERTY OFFENSE REGRESSION BY
MINORITY/MAJORITY STATUS















0 .151 (0.249) ★ 0.065 (0.122
0 .106 (0.304) 0.067 (0.146
-0.046 (0.137) 0.057 (0.086
-0.124 (0.254) * -0.027 (0.137
-0.051 (0.442) -0.034 (0.252
0.106 (0.211) 0.008 (0.108
-0.238 (0.180) * -0.101 (0.097
-0.067 (0.194) -0.017 (0.097
0.129 (0.166) ★ -0.006 (0.094
0.158 (0.141) * -0.046 (0.072
-0.045 (0.182) 0.028 (0.103
0.345 (0.158) ★ 0.529 (0.085
0.381 0.342
■^significant at .05 level
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TABLE XXIV: SELF-REPORTED PERSON OFFENSE REGRESSION BY
MINORITY/MAJORITY STATUS















0 .123 (0.185)* 0.109 (0.103)*
0.037 (0.225) -0.165 (0.125)*
-0.028 (0.101) 0.056 (0.074)
-0.061 (0.188) -0.017 (0.116)
-0.025 (0.328) -0.033 (0.221)
0.070 (0.154) 0. 089 (0.093)*
-0.218 (0.132)* -0.084 (0.083)*
-0.083 (0.148) -0.006 (0.083)
0 .160 (0.126)* -0.008 (0.080)
0.053 (0.103) -0.077 (0.061)*
-0.078 (0.135) 0.102 (0.088)*
0. 360 (0.117)* 0.420 (0.072)*
0.315 0.330
* significant at .05 level
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TABLE XXV: SELF-REPORTED VICTIMIZATION REGRESSION BY
MINORITY/MAJORITY STATUS















0 040 (0. 178) 0 118 (0 095)
0 199 (0 216) * -0 082 (0 117)
-0 015 (0 098) -0 038 (0 068)
-0 024 (0 181) 0 016 (0 108)
-0 019 (0 325) 0 060 (0 205.)
0 130 (0 149) 0 159 (0 086)
-0 076 (0 126) -0 021 (0 077)
-0 011 (0. 139) -0 019 (0 076)
0 091 (0. 119) 0. 041 (0 0.7 4)
0 196 (0. 102) * 0. 071 (0 057)
-0 023 (0 130) 0 117 (0 082)
0 267 (0. 113) * 0. 267 (0. 066)
0.251 0.180
* significant at .05 level
